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THE THEOLOGY OF DR DU BOSE. 


SINCE the publication of The Gospel in the Gospels, it has been 
obvious that Dr Du Bose must be reckoned one of the foremost 
philosophical theologians of our time. The Gospel in the Gospels 
has been quickly followed by The Gospel according to St Paul, 
and by the republication of an earlier book, The Soteriology 
of the New Testament. There is now, therefore, considerable 
material for the estimate of Dr Du Bose’s contribution towards 
a philosophy of the Christian religion. 

That contribution takes the form of an unusually coherent 
system. It is true that the form of the books themselves is 
somewhat unsystematic, that the style is homely and at times 
slipshod, that there is considerable repetition, and that the 
outward appearance of great work is lacking. But through 
all this there emerges one coherent view of God and man, held 
with a singular conviction and clearness of grasp; and though 
this is often in the background, its influence is all-pervasive. 
Though the exposition is sometimes devoid of order, the thought 
is always clear and harmonious ; and though the language may 
be homely, the thought is of such elevation that it often carries 
the language with it to real heights of eloquence. In no writer 
is there less attempt at fine writing; but high thinking must 
have its effect on the style in which it is embodied. 

The theory which emerges from these books, in which it lurks 
as an ever-present major premiss, is really nothing less than 
a philosophy of the Christian religion. Christianity is true, 
becauses it recognizes the facts of human nature and illuminates 
them : it would be untrue if it did not spring from those facts, 
and were not necessitated by them. Dr Du Bose tries to shew 
in outline, what those facts are, that by themselves they con- 
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stitute a problem, that in the New Testament there is to be 
found a consistent body of truth, and that in this body of truth 
the solution of the problem is contained. The Christian reve- 
lation is true because it fits the facts of experience, and it is the 
business of the Christian philosopher to shew how it fits those facts. 


‘Men of profoundest thought and of sincerest life in our own time 
have, in spiritual and moral extremity, found salvation in Jesus Christ, 
simply because they discovered in Him what did not exist for them 
without Him—a meaning and a reason for human existence and human 
life. .. . To St Paul the Gospel is no new or disconnected incident or 
event in the history of humanity or in the course of nature. It is that 
which, for the first time, gives fulness of meaning to them both’ 
(G? p. 18, P p. 27). 


Dr Du Bose’s contribution to Christian thought really consists 
in the developement of this theme ; and therefore it is rightly 
to be considered as philosophy. 

Perhaps a few preliminary words should be said about the 
writer’s relation, first to orthodoxy and heterodoxy in theology, 
and secondly to contemporary movements in religious philosophy. 
With regard to the first point, he gives us a very suggestive 
combination of orthodoxy and liberalism. Himself a believer in 
full catholic truth, he is prepared to learn from any quarter. On 
the one hand :— 


‘Truth is one and is a whole, and not seldom we can say that that 
which is less than truth is as untrue as that which is contrary to it... . 
In proportion as we conceive the Gospel of God in its entirety and 
in its immensity, in just that degree do all scriptural, as well as all 
truly Christian and catholic, statements of it, no matter how partial 
and seemingly contradictory in themselves, fall into their proper places 
and serve to magnify the greatness and harmony of the whole. . . . 
Mistake any one fragment or aspect of it for the whole, and all other 
fragments and aspects will be involved in confused and hopeless con- 
tention with it for the usurped position. Let the whole stand out for 
itself in its complete proportions, and every part falls of itself into 
its proper place, and is confirmed and supported in it by every other 
part’ (G p. 4, pref. p. viii). 


Completeness, catholicity, then, is vital, since what is less than 
the whole may, for that very reason, be positively antagonistic to 


Ὁ I use the initial letters G, P, S to distinguish references to the different books. 
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it. It is this that was the justification of that process of exclu- 
sion,’ by which the dogma of the Church was slowly built up. 

_ But that which is the true method in one age is not necessarily 

so in another. And the method which Dr Du Bose adopts is, 

to use his own terms, one of ‘inclusion’ rather than ‘ exclusion ’. 


‘So far from saying that only that is true which is the whole truth, 
I bring forward the complementary and not contradictory fact that that 
which has in it any part of the truth is so far true’ (G p. 4). 


We have to remember, though we are too apt to forget, 


‘that the so-called wo/e of truth is quite as apt to ignore or pervert the 
parts, as the parts are to be blind to the other parts and the whole’ 
(G p. 7). 

Consequently, for the proper appreciation of some particular 
aspect, we are often driven to ‘some fragmentary sect’, holding 
what we consider a mutilated conception. of Christianity. 

It is this consideration which dictates the form of The Gospel in 
the Gospels. It starts from the conception of Christianity held by 
so many leaders of thought both in Germany and in England, | 
‘including now some of the greatest upon earth . .. men, among the 


greatest, and scholars the most learned, the most conscientious, the 
most devout’ (Ὁ pp. 5, 9). 


This Dr Du Bose calls ‘the gospel of the earthly life, or the 
common humanity ’. 


‘In the simple fact that Jesus Christ was the man He was, and lived 
the life He lived, they find as much of gospel and of salvation as, they 
think, humanity can or humanity ought to receive on this earth (G p. 5). 


From this he gradually works up to full catholic views of the 
Work and Person of our Lord, shewing at each stage how the 
lower postulates and leads up to. the higher. 

On the side of religious philosophy, Dr Inge, in this JOURNAL, 
(vol. ii pp. 618-619), distinguishes two streams of thought in 
modern idealists; to describe which, he adopts Prof. Royce’s 
titles, ‘ Ethical Individualism’ and ‘Monistic Idealism’. The 
view of the former school he gives in Prof. Howison’s words :— 
‘The central and real meaning of the Christian religion lies 
exactly in the fact that the Creator and the creature are reci- 


1 Cf. Lux Mundi pp. 239-240. 
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procally and equally real, not identical ; that there is a Fatherhood 
of God and a brotherhood of man; that God recognizes rights 
in the creature and acknowledges duties towards him ; and that 
men are accordingly both unreservedly and indestructibly real— 
both free and immortal.’ And with this Dr Inge couples the 
plain man’s view, ‘ that persons are fixed and mutually-exclusive 
units’. On the other side, ‘we have on the same idealistic basis 
a revival of more distinctively Greek ways of thinking. The 
Logos-doctrine again becomes the centre of Christological and 
even of cosmological theory. Among the more ecclesiastical 
writers we find increased emphasis on divine immanence, on 
the idea of the Church as the Body of Christ, on sacraments 
as symbols, and a complete resuscitation—the more striking 
because partly unconscious—of the Eckhartian views of human 
and divine personality.’ Profs. Howison and Royce are the 
protagonists of these two views in America. Among English 
theologians, Dr Rashdall (The Theory of Good and Evil bk. iii) 
holds a slightly modified form of the first view, and Dr Inge 
himself (Personal Idealism and Mysticism ch. 4) is a strong 
supporter of the second. 

Now Dr Du Bose has affinities with both of these schools. 
But, if I interpret him rightly, what he really gives us is a 
reconciliation or synthesis of the two. And the reconciliation 
is to this effect : that both are true, but that they are not equally 
true, nor true in the same sphere.1 They belong to different 
‘levels’ of experience. 

This is illustrated by the separate discussion, in the Second and 
Third Parts of The Gospel in the Gospels, of the gospel of the Work 
and the gospel of the Person. In the Second Part, the author 
is shewing what Salvation must be in the field of our ordinary 
experience, and on the basis of our familiar psychological dis- 
tinctions. Here that reciprocity and co-operation between God 
and man, on which the Ethical Individualist insists, are necessary. 
In the Third Part, he is considering what deeper truths as to the 


1 Cf. Dr Sanday (Life of Christ in Recent Research p. 288) ‘The opposing truths 
are not really in pari materia; they are not truths that can be held side by side; 
they belong rather to different spheres, and the reconciliation between them is to 
be effected, not by proposing the one as an alternative for the other, but by a careful 
delimitation of these different spheres ’. 
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nature of God and man, seen not from the point of view of 
ordinary experience, but, as it were, ex specie aeternitatis, are 
seen to be involved in ordinary Christian experience when 
thought out; and here Monistic Idealism is the more adequate. 
But the two are not mutually exclusive. We must start with 
an anthropocentric, and end with a theocentric, view of the 
universe. But the process is continuous; and it is experience 
itself which compels us to theorize about experience. 

The nature of this ‘reconciliation’ will, I hope, become 
clearer when we consider Dr Du Bose’s exposition in more 
detail. The outline of that exposition I shall now attempt to 
give, using, as far as possible, the author’s own words. 


I 


The nature of our problem is determined by the facts of our 
present existence ; and, for us as for St Paul, the outstanding 
fact is the fact of Sin. St Paul’s presuppositions are, 


‘that sin exists; that sin is universal, a race as well as an individual 
fact ;. . . that nevertheless sin is not the true nature or law of humanity ; 
... that humanity can be or become itself only through a redemption or 
salvation from sin and the death which is its consequence’ (P pp. 58-59). 


What, then, is the nature of sin? Dr Du Bose’s psychology 
is very careful. In the Soteriology (pp. 52, 64) sin seems to 
consist in the bondage of the ἔσω ἄνθρωπος, the real ‘ person’ 
or ‘self’, who is always on God's side, to his ‘ nature’ (‘fallen 
nature’, p. 64) or σάρξ. But this is not the whole truth. Else- 
where (G pp. 161-163) sin is said to consist in undue indulgence 
of ἐπιθυμίαι, which are not themselves sinful, though they are the 
avenues of temptation. Environment by itself never produces 
sin in an individual. On the contrary, sin and holiness consist 
in opposite reactions on the same environment. 


‘Saints and sinners are made by opposite processes out of the same 
material, . . . Different personalities are not produced by different 
circumstances or conditions, but by different attitudes and actions 
under identical conditions. . . . Sin is something not ourselves in rela- 
tion with which, in reaction with or against which, we ourselves become 
sinful, or else holy’ (P p. 266, G p. 144, P p. 212). 


The old distinction of Form and Matter is here applied; and 
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sin, to be really sin, must be so not only in its matter but in 
its form. 


‘An animal or an infant might perform an act materially identical 
with what would be in a responsible person the worst of crimes. But 
there would be no guilt or sin, because that is lacking which not only 
defines, but constitutes these, viz.: consciousness and purpose or 
choice’ (G p. 143). 


Sin, then, is personal, and 
‘ originates not in our nature, or in our body, but in ourselves’ (P p. 272). 


This distinction in a man between ‘ an act of himself’ and ‘a fact 
of his nature’ is precisely the differentia of personality. 


‘ Personality comes only by self-generation ; that which is not of the 
self in the man is not personal to himself. . . . It may be impossible in 
much that we are and do to separate between what is our nature and 
what is ourself, since the nature acts largely through the person and the 
person can only act with the nature; but we would not distinguish as 
we do, in consciousness and in our consciences, between what is of 
necessity and what is of freedom if both did not co-exist within us’ 
(P p. 51, S p. 41). 


But, though, for sin to be really a man’s own and to be rightly 
imputed to him, it must be the choice of his own personality, 
there is a profound truth in the doctrine of Original Sin, i.e. 


‘such an inherited weakness for good and disposition to evil, not in 
ourselves properly but in our nature, as renders it practically’ impossible 
for us, in it as it is, to overcome evil and do good’. ‘Sin and death 
are not individual but race facts.’ Sin ‘is in its actual operation 
certainly not an individual but a collective thing; it is in us as one 
man, in our solidarity as a race....In the matter or material of it it 
is in. us prior to any consciousness or knowledge of it, and therefore 
prior to any personal part in it of our own’ (S p. 41, P pp. 158, 208). 


1 The word ‘ practically’ tends to conceal the great difficulty. If it means less 
than ‘ wholly’, is it necessarily impossible for the individual to save himself? But, 
if it does mean ‘wholly’, we seem to have passed to a different and inconsistent 
train of thought, in which the true self is wholly for good, in which sin consists not 
at all in the act but only in the subjection of the self, and in which the insistence on 
personal responsibility for sin disappears. Does not the solution lie in the separa- 
tion of the experience of personal spontaneity from the theory of individual 
independence? If we make this separation, we need not fear a denial of our 
experience of what personal action means in an admission that the individual does 
not start with a clean sheet. 
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Sin is, in a sense, already existent in the individual, before it is 
conscious and personal. 

‘We have been sinning materially, long before we have been doing — 
so formally. That is, we have contradicted the spirit and transgressed 
the law of true and right being and living, long before the doing so was 
our own, or the sin of it was our own sin’ (P p. 211). 


It is this universality of the sway of sin, and the impossibility of 
finding any individual or region of life in ordinary humanity 
which is sufficiently free from it to allow of a fresh start, that 
is, for Dr Du Bose as for St Paul, the crux of the difficulty. 

Sin, then, is universal; and it is also fatal to the very being 
of man. Sin and death are so intertwined, that it is less true 
to say that sin deserves or causes death than that sin zs death. 


‘There are no consequences for us here or hereafter except such as 
not merely flow from but actually consist in what we ourselves are... . 
Just because life accepted is salvation, life rejected is damnation. 
Judgement executes itself or is self-inflicted. . . . The penalty of sin 
is sin itself; its curse is that it breeds more and more of itself,’ and 
the death and hell to which it is condemned are nothing but itself 
multiplied and left to itself’ (G pp. 148, 237, P p. 153). 

Spiritual life is the only real or true life, and moral corruption is 
spiritual death. 

Sin, then, is one of the basal facts of the universe, to which 
Christianity must have an application. But it is not sin by 
itself that constitutes the problem of life, but rather the fact 
that, though sin is inwound in the very fibres of man’s being, 
yet he is conscious of it as sim, and is capable of passionate 
loathing and repudiation of it, even while he is being mastered 
by it; ‘ Video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor’. ‘The good 
that I would that I do not ; but the evil which I would not that 
I do. At the stage of ‘Law’, the will protests even while it 
surrenders. And the protest, though in a sense enhancing the 

1 Cf. James Principles of Psychology i p. 117: ‘We are spinning our own fates, 
good and evil, and never to be undone, Every stroke of virtue or of vice leaves its 
never so little scar. The drunken Rip Van Winkle, in Jefferson’s play, excuses 
himself for every fresh dereliction by saying, ‘‘I won’t count this time”. Well he 
may not count it, and a kind Heaven may not count it, but it is being counted none 
the less. Down among the nerve-cells and fibres the molecules are counting it, 


registering and storing it up, to be used against him when the next temptation © 
comes. Nothing we ever do is in strict literalness wiped out.’ 
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guilt, has its own significance and hope. It is this division 
within the personality which is the most striking feature of man’s 
present existence. 


‘The duality more or less latent or patent in every moral personality 
. .. is neither an invention nora discovery of St Paul. It has been in 
one way or another taken into account by every deepest thinker upon 
human nature and human life. It exists in us in natural potentiality, 
prior to any fact or experience of sin. So far therefore from being sin 
in itself, it is the ground and condition, as of sin too, so no less of 
holiness ; for it is the ground of the possibility of any personal or moral 
activity and character in us at all. . . . The knowledge of sin is the only 
beginning of salvation. The knowledge of sin as sin is a moral and not 
only an intellectual conception ; . . . it is a hatred of sin’ (P pp. 189, 194). 


The same idea is slightly expanded two pages further on. 


‘Suppose that the law, while it has failed to secure obedience and so 

to confer life, has nevertheless in the very act and by the very fact of 
convincing and convicting us of sin, taught us the meaning and obliga- 
tion of holiness ; suppose it has so brought us into the foretaste and 
experience of sin and its consequences as to impart at least a suggestion 
and prevision of holiness with its immunities and rewards; suppose 
it has gone yet further and has nursed and nurtured in us the sense 
of need and the ardent longing for holiness and life—if the law should 
go no further, will it not have already put us upon the road and created 
in us the necessary condition of salvation?’ (P p. 196). 
Owing to this internal division in our personalities, we are capable 
of identifying ourselves either with sin or with holiness. It is 
true that, ‘ what we need to be saved from is ourselves’ (S p. 25). 
But it is still more true that, 


‘In my divided self, the true real I is in and with the self that hates, 
not in that which lusts after and does sin’ (P p. 215). 


What is needed for salvation, then, is simply restoration to 
our true selves. Yet sin is not merely natural, but personal. 
It is not only an enemy that beleaguers; it has its foothold 
within the fort, the garrison is untrustworthy. Thus it is that 
we are utterly impotent of ourselves to help ourselves. In our- 
selves we find—at least suggested—a standard, without the 
attainment of which we cannot be ourselves, yet which ourselves 
prevent us reaching. Hence a paradox. On the one hand, 
nothing can save us but a revolution, of which the self is not only 
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the theatre, but, in some sense, the cause; the demands of the 
law are inexorable. But, on the other hand, those demands are, 
by us, certainly unattainable. 


‘It would be a very low law that we could obey. . . . It is not a 
spiritual impossibility or even difficulty to know this much; that the 
change from spiritual death to spiritual life has got to take place in 
ourselves and to be an act of ourselves....I am the furthest in the 
world from saying that we are sufficient of ourselves to put away our 
sin. But I am equally certain that it is only ourselves that can put 
it away... . We are made not for sin but for holiness, and not for 
death but for life. We are constituted by our nature not only capable 
. of conceiving perfect holiness and eternal life, but under a necessity 
of recognizing these, if we reflect upon ourselves at all, as the true 
expression of our nature and the true exercise of our powers. And 
that which thus cannot but be a law to us we can know only as an 
impossibility’ (G p. 95, P p. 252, G pp. 150, 169). 

This is the contradiction in experience, and it is this that the 
Christian scheme of redemption must solve. 


‘Now this paradox or antinomy within us, that only a completed 
holiness can be the meaning from the beginning or the full expression 


in the end of ourselves, and yet that such a holiness is something, 
hopelessly unattainable by us, finds its perfect solution and reconcilia- 
tion only in Jesus Christ’ (G p. 171). 


It is thus that the fundamental problem for Christian philosophy 
shapes itself: what must be the qualities of a Salvation which is 
really to save? 


II 


There is a familiar classification of modern theories of the 
Atonement as Objective and Subjective,—according as they lay 
stress upon the work accomplished for us by Christ, or the work 
that we accomplish for ourselves. The whole point of Dr 
Du Bose’s argument is to shew that these are mutually necessary ; 
and that either by itself is one-sided and unintelligible. In short 
Co-operation, the co-operation of God and man, is his watch- 
word. At the same time it is true that it is on the ‘ subjective’ 
side, on the necessity of our share, that his accent falls most 
sharply. But this feature of the exposition does not appear to 
belong to any disproportion in the thought, but merely to the 
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fact that it is the side which seems to Dr Du Bose most to need 
emphasis at the present moment. 

This two-sidedness is necessitated by the paradox of exper- 
ience. A salvation that was not personal would not be salvation ; 
yet the very fact that we need salvation makes it impossible for 
us to save ourselves. The efficacy of Christianity consists in 
this :—that it offers a salvation which is at once our own, and not 
our own ; which is the joint work of God and man. 


‘What the Gospel of Jesus Christ reveals to us is this: that an 
obedience may be all ours and only ours, and yet be incapable of 
becoming ours in isolation or apart from that without which we are 
not even ourselves’ (G p. 168). 


It is in the unfailing sureness of touch with which he developes 
this position, that the most characteristic feature of Dr Du Bose’s 
work consists. 

Let me quote some of the many passages in which the 
necessity of our share in the work of our own redemption is 
pushed home. 


‘ Nothing can be done merely tous or for us that will save us. To be 
loved, to be sympathized with and helped, to be shewn mercy and 
forgiven, to be the objects of the most unconditional divine grace are 
a very great deal. But these are the merest circumstances of human 
salvation, they are not salvation itself. ... We can be recipients only 
as we are sharers and ‘dispensers of the grace of God... . So far from 
God’s purpose in Christ being to do anything for us or instead of us 
which therefore we are not to do ourselves, it is a call to us to be all, 
to do all, and to suffer all that Jesus Christ Himself is, did, or suffered ’ 
(G pp. 66, 67, 70). 


The righteousness of Christ avails, 


‘not because it is an equivalent instead of, but because it is a guarantee 
for, our own personal righteousness in Christ’ (S p. 117). 


In St Paul, 


‘there is no hint or suggestion that the earthly experiences, the cross, 
of Christ are something instead of their own and not also their own. . . . 
The promise is not exemption from His experiences, but salvation and 
exaltation through His experiences’ (P pp. 288-289). 


It is fundamental to the understanding of the Gospel that we 
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should realize this, and Dr Du Bose never tires of emphasizing it. 
In salvation, 


‘our part, however secondary and subordinate to the divine part, is 
nevertheless the determining factor. . . . That Christ died for us is 
everything to us if it means our dying with Him ; it is less than nothing 
at all to us if His death and ours, He and we, are not, or are not to be, 
so conjoined. . . . The fatal misconception that the Gospel is something 
done for us or instead of us, and not something to be done in us and 
by us ; or, again, that it is something to be done only in us and not by 
us, is an error so great as practically to contradict the nature and 
neutralize the effects of Christianity’ (P pp. 281, 171, 53). 

These assertions are strong; but they are justified by a con- 
sideration of the nature of salvation. If redemption through 
Christ is to answer to our need, then, to some extent at least, we 
can argue a priori from the nature of that need to the nature of 
redemption. If Salvation is to be salvation, it must be, nega- 
tively, the elimination of sin, and, positively, the production of 
holiness. If it is to be complete, it must be nothing less than ᾿ 
complete holiness.’ If it is to be ovr salvation, it must be a per- 
sonal holiness, and, as such, conditioned by the nature of personal 
life. No declaration of pardon can suffice for us, which does not 
remove the necessity for pardon. The wonder of Christian 
salvation consists in no waiving or lowering of the standard of 
holiness to meet our weakness, but in such a succouring of that 
weakness as will enable it to rise to the full height of the ideal. 


‘He was not to lower the standard of personal perfection, but to 
raise it to its limit in infinity. ... There are no allowances needed and 
there are no allowances whatsoever made for us under the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ. There was all the allowance in the world needed, and 
all made, in nature and under the law. Where that was demanded 
of us which we had not to give, and that required of us which we were 
unable to perform, there was need of overlooking, and passing by and 
condoning. But Christianity demands nothing of us that it does not 
give, and what it gives it cannot but demand... . It does not require 
an exercise of divine power to extend pardon; it does require it to 
endow and enable us with all the qualities, energies, and activities that 
make for and that make holiness and life’ (G pp. 68-69, 111, 175). 

1 *There is no other possible Salvation from sickness but health, or from sin but 
holiness, . . . Certainly the full action of Salvation would be unrealized so long as 


there remains in man or man’s condition anything to be delivered from which would 
be a Salvation’ (S 10). 
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Now, when we bear in mind the nature of personality, and the 
distinction within a man of the ‘ natural’ which comes to him 
from causes beyond his control, and the ‘ personal’ in the pro- 
duction of which he himself has a share,) we must admit that 
such holiness can only be personal and gradual. 


‘Salvation can operate in us only through the natural and spiritual 
organs and activities of ourselves, our reason or intelligence, our 
affections or desires, our will, our acts and habits and character and 
life. The law of the action of all these requires all that time and 
environment have actually to offer to human experience in human life 
as it is.... It is the very condition and nature of the human spirit 
that it can come about only through itself. And it can come about 
through itself only by an act of original, self-determined, and permanent 
choice... . God cannot be the author of holiness or righteousness in 
persons in the same way in which He is the author of motion in things 
or of instincts in animals. They are caused immediately or without 
themselves, persons are caused (personally or spiritually) only through 
themselves, through their own self-causation. God can only cause my 
holiness so that I also shall be the cause of it. Otherwise it is not 
holiness, for holiness is a fersonal quality or character, i.e. one which 
is self-caused’ (P p. 285, G p. 156, 8 p. 128). 


These conditions must regulate our interpretation of salvation 
through Christ. It follows that, 


‘God cannot bless us with the spiritual and moral blessedness which 
our own nature demands, with which alone law and Gospel have to do, 
in which our very personality consists, apart from or without our own 
consciousness and co-operation in the matter... . To make sin not 


1 We do, as matter of familiar experience, distinguish different kinds of causation 
and different degrees of responsibility. There is a physical causation, such as the 
impact of one material body upon another, which is altogether below the level of 
conscious life. There is physical compulsion applied to a person, under which he 
acts consciously, but without volition. There is action in madness or under 
hypnotism, when a man acts with volition, but the action is not the result of real 
personal choice. And, clearly distinguished from all these, are those actions which 
we do attribute, in ourselves or in others, to such deliberate personal choice. Now 
in all these cases there is a Because. But not only does the particular cause differ 
in each case; the very meaning of causation varies. And in the last case, the 
Because which answers the question Why, must, at least partly, be the man himself. 
Now holiness must have this mark of personality or it would not be holiness. It does 
not however necessarily follow that, in some remoter sense, in the deepest truth of 
things, we should not, in order really to answer the Why, really to understand the 
Because, have to go further afield than the individual person of the agent. Qur 
ordinary distinction in experience between personal and impersonal remains, 
whatever its metaphysical explanation. 
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death, if holiness is life, or to intervene between the sin and the death 
which it is, is no less a natural impossibility than a spiritual contradic- 
tion’ (P pp. 114, 220). 

To limit the possibilities of God by our own conceptions may 


seem to be very dangerous, but it is in a sense necessary, if we 
are to reason about Him at all. 


‘When I say that God cannot do a thing, I mean simply that He 
cannot contradict Himself; He cannot, for example, do what is absurd 
or immoral. . . . God Himself cannot, by power working necessarily 
and immediately, work a righteousness in us, for then it would be no 
more a righteousness than the straightness of a stick or the movement 
of a falling body is righteousness’ (P p. 176, S p. 85). 

But all this is only one side of Christian truth. Nothing can 
satisfy our sore need that does not work a revolution. in our 
inmost being. Yet we must ask, not only what is the nature of 
salvation, but what it is that makes salvation possible ; since our 
own inability, unaided, to change ourselves is matter of universal 
experience. And however Christian thinkers may differ as to 
their interpretation of that work, they will all agree in answering 
that it is the work of Jesus Christ. Not Works but Faith, is the 
keynote of the Pauline teaching, and it is involved in the transi- 
tion from Morality to Religion. 


-*Our righteousness is not to be made be us through iia but 
to be received by us through faith. . . . It makes a great difference 
whether we make our obedience the cause or the consequence of what 
we are ; even all the difference of whether what we are to be is to be of 
ourselves or of God’ (S pp. 80, 69). 


The objective fact of the conquest of sin in Christ is ey 
prior to any subjective effect of that fact in us. 


‘The objective fact would create the subjective spirit. . . . Our 
obedience is not God’s but ours; but though it be not God’s, yet it 
is God Himself in us, enabling us to be ourselves and to render to 
Him what is ours. . . . We are not accepted as sons and righteous 


1 Cf. Dr, Sanday, l. c. Ρ. 238: ‘I have the greatest reluctance even upon what 
seem to be obvious propositions of morality, to lay down laws for the Almighty. 
‘* Shall not the Judge of all the earth do right?” is no doubt an axiom that stands 
absolutely fast. But it is another thing to say that we shall always be able to see 
what is right. The lines meet no doubt somewhere, but that meeting-point may be 
beyond our ken,’ 
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. through being so, but are enabled to become sons and righteous 


through being made and treated as such’ (G pp. 73, 168, P p. 284). 
Thus much is involved in the very nature of Faith. 


‘If Christ were not first objectively our Salvation, He could never 
become subjectively our Salvation. The objective divine gift must 
precede the subjective human reception of it. . . . Faith does not 
create a fact, it only accepts one; the effecting or creative. cause in 
our salvation is in God’s act, which comes first and consists in His 
placing us in Christ for salvation. Our act of faith is only the 
apprehending or realizing cause, and could not take place ‘at all if 
there were not already in God’s act the thing to be apprehended and 
realized’ (S p. 56, P p. 233). 


Though, then, personal holiness is the ideal at which we must 
aim, our part in such holiness can only consist in a personal 
response to a stimulus from without ; and that stimulus we find 
in the victorious Life and Death of Jesus Christ. And so, our 
very insistence on the subjective and personal character of our 
salvation leads us to postulate, as its presupposition, an objective 
salvation, which is the work of Another and not of ourselves. 

In the Soteriology, Dr Du Bose brings out this point in another 
way. The necessity of an objective Incarnation as example is, 
apart from the fact of sin, deduced from the very distinction 
between ‘persons’ and ‘nature’, which was the basis of the 
argument for the subjective element. 


_*The very and sole principle of all acting upon the spiritual is 
through example, or objective standards. How can it be otherwise? 
If one is, through his own understanding, will, and free activity, i.e. 
through himself, to be made other than he is, he must be shewa that 
other which he is to become. It must be made to him an object and 
end of obligation, aspiration, imitation. It must appeal to, move, 
influence, and transform him through, his reason, his affections, his 
conscience, his will. Why or how otherwise shall he set himself to 
become, or how can he be made, what 127 is? The thing which lifts 
man above all other beings of our experience, which makes him a 
rational being . . . is that he is a being capable of conceiving and being 
wrought upon by édeads’ (S p. 131). 


Neither objective without subjective, nor subjective without 


objective ; neither grace without faith, nor faith without grace ; 
neither God without man, nor man without God; avail unto human 
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salvation. The solution is found in co-operation and correspon- 
dence. So in the parable of the Prodigal Son; if reformation 
‘is to be accomplished, it must be by father and son in co-operation. 
And that co-operation must depend upon a personal attitude or disposi- 
tion towards it on both sides. ... The real and effectual treatment of 
sin is by its very nature a joint act or activity of God and man’ 
(G p. 71, P.p. 219). 

This two-sided truth is further illuminated by, and is itself 
used to illuminate, the Pauline doctrine of Justification by Faith. 
The difficulty here is that the two parts, which are mutually 
necessary, seem to be divided in time, as Before and After. The 
one is accomplished before the other is begun. And not only so: 
owing to the formal freedom which includes the possibility of sin, 
it is uncertain whether the subjective response will ever take 
place. This difficulty is treated very fully by Dr Du Bose. 
Though nothing short of complete holiness is really salvation, the 
believer starts with a present peace, a status, to which his own 
character does not as yet completely correspond. 

‘Remission, or the putting away of sin, includes two ideas, or 
perhaps more correctly two stages of the same idea. It means a real 
putting away by the New Testament process of sanctification. But 
it also means the provisional putting away by the equally New Testa- 
ment act of divine pardon or forgiveness’ (G p. 132). 

In the case of the prodigal son :— 


‘if the external status of father and son had not been restored first, 
there could not have come about the gradual healing and growth of 
internal and real unity. . . . (So) God has first in Jesus Christ established 
an objective status or relation of sons. Into this He receives us by an 
act of grace on His part and through no act of ours’ (G p. 176). 

Our appropriation of this relation and its results is in a sense 
subsequent and logically secondary. 

‘We are not accepted as sons or righteous through being so, but are 
enabled to become sons and righteous through being made and treated 
as such... . It is this being ἡγεαϊεα as, not on the ground of being 
righteous, but on the ground of a certain relation of faith to Christ’s 
righteousness, upon which is laid the chief stress in St Paul’s system’ 
(P pp. 284, 71). 

But, though this is true, it is by itself only a half truth, and is 

unintelligible and unjustifiable apart from the other half. In the 
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first place, as the last quotation suggests, the work of Christ is 
nothing at all to us without some dim, germinal effort of response 
on our side, which we call Faith; and which, though not itself 
complete holiness, is in some vital relation to complete holiness. 
The justification of the publican 


‘must of course be, not on the ground of his actually being so 
(sc. righteous) in life and character, but on the ground of his, at the 
time, occupying the right posture or attitude, the only right attitude 
possible for him, towards righteousness and at the same time towards 
his own conscious unrighteousness... . Where this exists in truth and 
sincerity, even though it be but the beginning of what is an infinite 
process, it is possible and right to accept and treat already as right 
that which as yet is only a first turning to and direction towards the 
right’ (P pp. 72, 73). 

And this is the only possible beginning of the gradual progress 
towards complete holiness ; hence to treat this first step as stand- 
ing for the whole process is not merely make-believe. 


‘Faith is therefore with a divine truth and propriety reckoned or 
imputed to us as being righteousness, for it is a necessary moment 
or stage in our righteousness. ... ΤῸ one who is ill or about to die, 
it would bring great present peace to know that he was brought into 
possession of certain cure and so of assured recovery and health. But 
the real peace to the sick man is health itself, and the wonderful 
comfort and peace brought to him by a sure faith in it and a certain 
hope of it is, in a large measure at least, only proleptic and anticipatory. 
In a large measure but not wholly so. The patient may find in his 
very anticipation and hope a real beginning and progress of the return 
of actual health, and so his possession and enjoyment may not be all 
wholly future ; and the believer not only looks forward in faith and 
hope to the actual fruition of God and holiness and life, but has an 
ever increasing foretaste of them now’ (P pp. 74, 129-130). 


And secondly, we cannot understand the establishment of this 
objective status with our preliminary response apart from the ideal, 
the attainment of complete personal holiness to which it points. 
There is a sort of acquittal and removal of disability before our 
progress in holiness begins. But no removal of penalty which 
does not remove the sin itself can ultimately be of any use to us. 
Acquittal cannot, ultimately, be separated from real reformation. 


‘There is a vital and necessary connexion between the two things 
which has to be taken into the fullest account’ (P p. 75). 
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Faith, as toward God, and Repentance, as towards our sin, are 
the characteristics of our earliest response, conditions without 


which Salvation cannot affect us at all. But what is involved in 
these? 


‘Repentance means nothing if it does not intend the whole of 
holiness, the complete putting away of sin; and it is ineffectual, it 
comes to nothing, if it is never to attain or accomplish that end... . 
Let us beware of stopping short with the Gospel of being accepted, and 
not going on to the real Gospel of being good. .. . We have heard it 
said, I am content to be a sinner saved by grace. In its truest and 
highest sense, to be a sinner saved by grace is to be one who having 
been a sinner is one no longer ; to be content to be saved in and not 
from sin, to be saved and still a sinner, is no true contentment. ... 
The response of the Gospel to the human sense of actual sin and 
unattainable holiness is not the half-grace of forgiveness but the whole- 
grace of redemption and deliverance’ (G p. 150, P pp. 78, 102). 


Mistakes here arise from partial and abstract views. It is 
essential, if we are to understand, that we should keep the whole 
process and its goal in mind. 


‘St Paul has ever in his own mind the whole undismembered 
conception of salvation in Christ’ (P p. 79). 


And it is only in so far as we bear in mind this whole conception, 
that it is possible for us, as for him, to see at all the justice of the 
preliminary status. Dr Du Bose is never tired of insisting upon 
the necessity of the Aristotelian principle of explanation through 
the End. A God-governed universe is a universe of rational 
purpose. The ‘one, far-off, divine event’ does, in a real sense, 
determine every stage of the process ; i.e. not only is the true 
nature of anything that which it becomes when perfected, but the 
earlier stages are really determined by the End, and can only be 
interpreted in the light of it. The Final Cause is both the end 
to be attained, and the purpose present in the mind of God from 
the beginning. Dr Du Bose finds the great principle that the 
ideal is the real, the final cause is the first cause, in the New 
Testament doctrine of Jesus Christ (cf. G p. 226, P pp. 297-298). 
On the one hand, developement in Time, the gradual process of 
sanctification, is essential: on the other hand, there is a real 


sense in which the distinction of Before and After is transcended, 
VOL, IX. N 
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and that which we shall be determines our present status. Justi- 
fication and Sanctification, though separated in Time, are vitally 
connected and interdependent. 


‘Justification and sanctification are not two things in themselves, 
they are one and the same thing viewed in different relations on our 
part to it The thing is Jesus Christ our Righteousness. . . . The 
different relations to it on our part are, (1) that righteousness appre- 
hended and appropriated to ourselves by faith, in all its completeness ; 
upon which God treats us as actually possessing it; this is what is 
meant by our justification, or our status of present peace and fellowship 
with God ; and (2) that righteousness, which is Jesus Christ Himself, 
through the constant association and participation of faith with Him, 
gradually but actually imparting Himself to us so as to become to us 
not only a righteousness in which we believe, but one which at least we 
begin to possess’ (P pp. 150-151). 


III 


So far then the solution of the paradox with which we started 
is in terms of Co-operation. Holiness must, and yet cannot, be 
our own: it is therefore to be in part our own and in part 
Another’s. And such a solution seems to harmonize with our 
ordinary experience and our familiar psychological distinctions. 
But, taken by itself, it is inadequate. That crippling which is the 
result of sin, and which makes it impossible for us to save our- 
selves completely, makes it just as impossible that we should, 
unaided, make one step on the way. That, after a small begin- 
ning by ourselves, we should be wonderfully helped and sustained 
by contact with the work of Christ, is only a mockery, seeing 
that it remains out of our reach. We cannot grow into the like- 
ness of God, except in so far as there is something within us and 
on our side which is already godlike. 


‘There is no knowledge of God in Himself only, there is no know- 
ledge of God in creation only, without the answering knowledge of God 
in ourselves also. The deep that answers to deep must be the same 
deep’ (G p. 280). 

And so, though Grace and Faith are both necessary for a man’s 
salvation, we cannot treat them as two parallel but independent 
factors which may converge. In the first place, of course, any 
are not upon a level. 
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‘While faith is the condition and sine gua non of any actual operation 
of grace, grace on the other hand is the ground or cause and pre- 
supposition of faith. Grace is therefore the grius of faith ; that which 
is to be believed must de before it can be believed ; the gift and the 
giving must precede the receiving and the reception’ (S p. 83). 

But, beyond this, our very subjective response, though it must 
fulfil the conditions which distinguish personal from all other 
action, is the work of the Holy Spirit. 


‘Subjective response” as well as “ objective communication” is 
needed as coegual and co-ordinate part of the gift or grace of God’* 
(G p. 244). ‘As it is the part and function of the Word to reveal to us 
the whole truth of God and ourselves, so it is the part of the Spirit to 
reveal to us from within, to open our eyes to see, the meaning and 
truth of the divine Word. The Word... is the principle and medium 
of objective revelation. The Spirit is that of subjective apprehension, 
comprehension, and appropriation. ... There is no gospel or salvation 
for us which does not come by the Word through the Spirit. In a way 
we may say that that means, by God through ourselves ; but, in a more 
true way, it means that while our salvation must be of ourselves as well 
as of God, we owe the ourselves in the matter, as well as the divine part 
of it to God, Who there as everywhere else is All in all... . While we 
can be ourselves or moral or personal at all, only through our own 
wills, yet we can be any of these in the truest or highest or best sense 
only through something infinitely other and more than our own wills. 
. .- The holier one becomes the more one passes out of all dependence 
upon mere nature and all conceit of mere self. These are left behind 
in the growing experience of that which, while it is our ever growing 
selves, is ever more and more consciously not of ourselves’ (G pp. 246- 
247, P p. 190, S p. 141). 

Now if this, and no less, is the Work of Christ,2 much is 
implied about His Person. He is not merely an individual man 
amongst other men, and separate from each of us in the sense in 
which we are separate from one another; but in Him, in some 
deep mysterious sense, all humanity is summed up. To use the 
expression of another writer, He is not generically but inclusively 


Man. If His human life were simply an individual life, He could 
be to us 


‘only a historical example and an objective and remote influence... . 
' Italics mine. 


2 The work of the Spirit is the work of Christ. ‘The Spirit coming after Him 
was not to supply His absence but to effect His presence’ (G p. 246). 


N2 


180 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


No individual human being can be all that He is to all men (G p. 230, 
P p. 295). 
But the opposite view is stated by Dr Du Bose with ringing 
clearness. 

‘ The human self in Him was not that of only one of us, but of us all. 

It was not one man, but humanity that He was. . .. He was not a man, 
but man, all men and every man, the common humanity in which all 
are one and of which He is the essence and unity. . . . I would venture 
to affirm that no one who rises to this’ height of the conception of 
Jesus Christ can for an instant tolerate the idea that His humanity was 
but that of an individual human person in whom God exceptionally 
revealed His presence and power. The Lord of glory was not an 
individual man in God; He was all humanity in God, because He was 
God Himself in humanity. The humanity in which God was manifest 
in the flesh was our common, our universal humanity. . . . (Hence) what- 
ever He was or did in the name or onjbehalf of humanity, humanity 
itself did or became in His person’ (G pp. 216, 219, 227, 260). 
He, then, is not separate from us as we are from one another ; and 
_ so it is that, both for us and in us, He wrought our salvation. 
And Dr Du Bose does not scruple to use language of identifica- 
tion. Christ zs the true self of each of us. He speaks of Him as, 
‘ the universal truth and reality of ourselves’ (G p. 279). 

‘Christ is not another instead of myself, but is only my true, divine, 
selfhood and self. . . . Jesus Christ is not only the divine truth of every 
man but is the higher and diviner self of every man’ (P pp. 179, 296). 

This identification of Christ with the higher self of every man 
may recall some of the language of Mr Campbell against which 
Bishop Gore protests as pantheistic. But there is a very im- 
portant difference of emphasis. Are we to say, Christ is nothing 
but the higher self of one and all; and so to take our conception 
of our highest selves as a criterion by which to limit our concep- 
tion of Christ? Or are we to say, Our highest selves are nothing 
less than Christ ? Here there is all the difference between lower- 
ing our conception of Christ, and raising that of humanity. But 
this is not all. Dr Du Bose has his own way of meeting the 
difficulty, and he expressly notices an objection. 


‘One says, “ You lay great stress upon the view that our Lord was 
not a man, but man, I find this a difficult conception; does it not 


1 Sc. in the Epistle to the Colossians. 
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mean that humanity has a concrete real existence apart from the 
individual persons who are human, and that this Universal becomes 
visible in Christ? If this be so does it not lead us to a metaphysical 
Realism, not now generally held?”’ (P p. 297). 


The reply is that this universality of Christ’s humanity is not to 
be understood except in the light of His Deity; and that it is 
indeed one of the best and most conclusive evidences of that 
Deity. 

‘The very universality as well as the very completeness and perfection 
of our Lord’s humanity is the incontestable and conclusive proof to us 
of His coequal deity... .The concrete universal of humanity which 
may be found in Jesus Christ belongs to it not as humanity, but as 
God in humanity’ (G p. 162, P p. 297). 

Christ, then, is Man rather than @ man, just because He is 
more than man. And the truth that Christ is our higher self 
is to be understood as part of the yet wider truth that God is the 
higher self of one and all. This is affirmed unequivocally by 
Dr Du Bose. He speaks of God, 


‘Who alone is our true or perfect self....To come back to Him is 
to come back to ourselves. ... I object to the words communion and 
fellowship simply as not going all the way of that unity of God and 
man in Christ which is the truth of the Holy Ghost. The truth of 
the spirit of God is the truth of the spirit of man. The 4oznonia is not 
real or complete so long as the spirits are two and not one. We have 
it in its completeness only as the eternal, personal Spirit of God is the 
actual personal spirit of man. ... Nothing is more necessary for our 
Christianity than to make it clear that . . . God works in us to will and 
to do in the matter of our salvation mot in mere co-operation but only in 
actual identity’ with our own working out every jot and tittle of our 
own salvation’ (G pp. 173, 73, P pp. 243, 244). 


If all this be true, we have moved some way from the plain 
man’s first unthinking conception of his personality, as something 
self-identical and self-complete. We have been led to a much 
more fluid conception, and to a much clearer assertion of the 
dependence of the human person upon others, and ultimately 
upon the Divine. 

‘Man is never from the first an individual but always a social being. 
He has his existence in, with, and through others. He lives and 

* Italics mine. 
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becomes all that constitutes himself only in concrete relationships and 
in actual personal exchanges between himself and them... . Above all 
other being, spiritual being is a “‘ being in relation”, and in relations. . . . 
Christianity holds out to us the promise and the hope of a sympathy 
and a union with all things, with the mind and spirit and life of all 
things, which will make us infinitely more and greater than ourselves. 
. .. The task of realizing ourselves presupposes selves in us to realize, 
but we shall never be ourselves without the self-realization’* (G p. 26, 


P p. 20, G p. 93, P p. 277). 


It is, then, most and last, with the Monistic Idealists that 
Dr Du Bose takes his stand. 


‘The Logos of our prologue justifies itself in this further respect 
that, whereas in the speculation of the world there had been more 
or less of dualism, this summarily and effectually excludes it. Dualism 
sees in the matter of the universe something independent of its form. 
Mind does not create or originate matter, but only shapes or forms, or 
informs, a matter existent independently of itself. Even Leibnitz could 
claim for the world only that it was the best possible out of the material 
available, a material independent apparently of God Himself. The 
Logos of Christianity is not only the formal or informing principle 
within things, but the things themselves exist only within it and are 
but the terms or the symbols of its self-expression’ (G p. 251). 


And yet it seems true to speak of his view as a ‘ reconciliation’, 
because it seems to preserve most of that for which Ethical 
Individualists are, positively, striving. As the charge of Pantheism 
is that most commonly made by opponents against various forms 
of Monistic Idealism, and as it is certainly its characteristic 
danger and exaggeration, it is perhaps worth while to suggest 
a few points which clearly mark off Dr Du Bose’s position from 
that of pantheists, or from that of those philosophers whose 
speculations seem to eliminate any other possible form of 
religion. 

(1) If we have interpreted Dr Du Bose rightly, we see that, 
in its own sphere, he not only allows for, but actually insists 
upon, the distinction of ‘persons’ from the rest of nature, of 
personal and self-caused action from that which is in various 
degrees the result of causes beyond the agent’s own control ; and 


1 Cf. Dr Inge Personal Idealism and Mysticism ch. iv passim : ‘ Unification of the 
personality is a gradual process,’ &c. 
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so, that he lays special stress upon individual responsibility. This 
is taken for granted ; and a further examination of our ordinary 
consciousness can never simply contradict that which it sets out 
to explain. 

(2) Dr Du Bose himself uses the doctrine of the Logos, i.e. 
the very doctrine which proves that a Christian philosophy must 
be fundamentally monistic, to mark the difference between 
Christian theism and pantheism. 

‘The propriety of the word Logos consists in the manner in which 
it distinguishes the principle of the Universe from God, while at the 
same time identifying it with Him. . .. The beginning of all distinction 
between a pantheistic and a theistic conception of the world lies in 
recognizing the world as the expression, not of God Himself—or, as 
we say, “‘of His substance”—but of His Zogos, His Thought, Will, 
Word. The Logos of God, then, is not God (ὃ θεός) ; we distinguish 
Him. And yet certainly the Zogos is God (θεός) ; we identify Him’ 
(G pp. 253, 283). 

This is a fruitful principle, which it is not possible to develope 
here. 

(3) The ideal of Dr Du Bose is expressly marked off, as from 


Individualism on the one hand, so from Nirvana on the other. 


‘It is necessary that we shall become ourselves ; but it is then no 
less necessary that we shall transcend ourselves, for in fact we never 
become ourselves until we have grown up from ourselves into oneness 
with God’ (P p. 265). 


On the other hand, 


‘we do indeed discard or lose ourselves in and for God in Christ, but 
it is only to find ourselves in all God is in us and we in consequence 
are in Him. . . . We shall no longer be ourselves or men, if to be 
spiritual means to cease to be natural, and is not rather the spiritualizing 
or divinizing, and so the glorifying or spiritually perfecting of the 
natural which is ourselves’ (P pp. 245, 272). 

(4) Theories of the universe are sometimes, perhaps, not very 
happily, classified as ‘ static’ and ‘dynamic’. If for the moment 
we adopt these terms, we must certainly put Dr Du Bose’s 
theory in the second class. He would, I fancy, unlike Dr 
Rashdall, identify God with the ‘ Absolute’ of philosophy. But 
he is as far as possible from taking the view of the Absolute 
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which is that of some philosophers, to whom he may possibly 
appear to be perilously near. 
A moment guess’d ; then back behind the fold 
Immerst of Darkness round the Drama roll’d, 
Which for the Pastime of Eternity 
He doth Himself contrive, enact, behold. 


On the contrary, nothing is more striking than his insistence on 
the necessity of the whole process of human redemption to the 
being of God Himself. 


‘It is only in Christ that God not merely manifests what He is, but 
in His activity and self-expression through creation Jecomes what He is. 

. We speak of the incredible self-lowering or self-emptying of God 
in becoming man or in undergoing the death of the cross. Is the act 
in which love becomes perfect a contradiction or a compromise of the 
divine nature? Is God not God or least God in the moment in which 
He is most love . . . where before Christ, or where now otherwise than 
in Christ and in the cross of the divine suffering together with and for 
man, where in all the story of the universe was or is love so love, or 
God so God?’ (G pp. 265, 272-273). 


IV 


Such I believe to be the main outline of Dr Du Bose’s inter- 
pretation of Christian Theology. Perhaps something ought to 
be said about difficulties still remaining. To pick out verbal 
inconsistencies would be an easy but unprofitable task; since 
they are generally due, not to confusions of thought, but to the 
fact that the thought is so rich and many-sided, and that, in 
individual passages, the writer often contents himself with 
emphasizing one side at a time. But perhaps this will not 
explain quite all the apparent discrepancies, more especially 
some of those in the Soteriology, where the contradiction seems 
more fundamental. Such passages as the following are difficult 


to reconcile with the general trend of the author's — by the 
theory of ‘ levels’. 


‘What is natural to man is common to all men, because it belongs 
to the common nature. What is personal belongs to himself alone’ 
-(S p.41). ‘Things and their working are God, save in the case of the 
working of that one only thing which God has endowed with the awful 
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power of separating itself from Him in thought, will, and deed ; viz. 
personality’ (S p. 48). 

The fact is that Dr Du Bose has a fondness for verbal antitheses, 
_ which is rather dangerous, and perhaps this leads him sometimes 
to push differences a little further than they will go. But even 
if this be so, it does not really affect the coherence of the thought 
as a whole. 

There is, however, a more serious difficulty, inherent in the 
thought itself, which I can only indicate here. There does not 
seem to be any necessary contradiction between the sense of 
individual self-identity in our moral experience and that ultimate 
inherence in Christ which seems to be postulated by philosophical 
considerations, as well as by much religious experience. They - 
do not clash, for they belong to different spheres. But the 
antinomy, which for Dr. Du Bose remains an antinomy, is that 
produced by the fact and nature of sin. The difficulty comes 
out in the discussion of the human sinlessness of Jesus Christ.? 
Dr Du Bose makes the very important distinction between formal 
freedom, the possibility of free choice between opposites, which 
characterizes imperfect human personality as we know it, and 
veal freedom—‘ the freedom even from the possibility of dis- 
obedience ’, which is acquired in the end by the holy. But though 
real freedom is the goal, it can only be attained through formal 
freedom, i.e. through a genuine possibility of disobedience at 
a certain stage. The really free have ‘obeyed away the possi- 
bility of disobedience’, but this possibility must once have been 
real, or the whole process becomes unmeaning. This difficulty, 
indeed, is seen in the consideration of our Lord’s human sinless- 
ness. This isa valid example on Dr Du Bose’s view ; for ‘ He 
is unlike us in the fact alone of his sinlessness, not so in the mode 
of it’ (S 199). Now, if we decline to put these two truths side 
by side, but, seeking a synthesis, merge the earlier in the later as 
less ‘ ultimate ’, do we not reduce the formal freedom to a mere 
illusion? What seems to be needed here is not simply the 
consciousness of freedom and suspense at the moment of action, 


1 The discussion of the true interpretation and significance of our Lord’s human 
experience has a prominent place in these volumes, particularly in the Soteriology. 
The thought is characteristically bold and has provoked considerable criticism, but 
its discussion does not fall within the limits of this paper. 
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but, in some sense, the real fact of independence. Was the 
possibility of sin in Christ a real possibility? Dr Du Bose 
simply admits the antinomy. 


‘Construed from the divine side, I confess I see no place for any 
human formal freedom ( fossibilitas peccandi) in our Lord. The Logos 
incarnate in Him was, even as man, still the Divine Logos, and could 
neither have personally erred nor have miscarried nor failed in carrying 
out the divine work of human redemption and salvation’ (S p. 197). 


On the other hand, he continues, from the human side it is equally 
necessary to insist on the possibilitas peccandi. Now, if our Lord 
in the mode of His sinlessness, though not in the fact of it, was a 
type of all men’, this difficulty is transferred to ordinary humanity, 
and its force is redoubled. For here we have no abstract fossi- 
bilitas peccandi, but a very concrete fact of sin. Yet how is this 
to be reconciled with the view that man owes not only his oppor- 
tunity, but his very power of rising to that opportunity, to God? 
How is it that this power of God, working not only upon but 
through man, is effective only in some cases and upon some 
occasions? Why, we must ask with reverence, does not the 
same grace of God, which availed unto holiness in Christ as man, 
avail also in us; unless our personality is in some ultimate 
sense independent, so that, in that independence, we fail where 
He did not fail? 

On this side even Dr Du Bose does not seem to pierce the 
impenetrable darkness of the mystery by which we are con- 
fronted. But this is only to say that he does not solve difficulties 
which he nowhere professes to solve. We should not undervalue 
the light which he has given us, because, in some regions, dark- 
ness still remains, Only to this extent is it relevant asa criticism : 
that, in so far as the thought derives its impressiveness from its 
close-knit, logical coherence, the discovery of gaps which it does 
not fill must needs detract from its cogency. 

In any case, to end on a note of criticism would be to obscure 


1 Cf. Gp. 160 : ‘Our Lord in fact did not sin, not from necessity of His nature, but 
in the exercise of His human will’. And S p. 143 : ‘Whatever of divine there was or 
is then in the knowledge, power, or any other function of Jesus Christ as man, it is 
the communicated divinity of the Third Person of the Trinity, and not the original 
or underived divinity of the Second Person’: i.e. His holiness, like that of all men, 
was through Grace. 
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the sense of admiration and gratitude which must be uppermost 
in the minds of most readers. For Dr Du Bose’s achievement is 
certainly notable. The aim of the philosopher is to rationalize, 
to see all life and experience as instinct with reason. To the 
Christian philosopher, what is not moral is not rational, and his 
aim, therefore, is to see the facts of the Christian revelation, and 
all life and experience which they affect, as the direct expression 
of the character of God. No recent theologian has carried us 
further forward towards this ideal than Dr Du Bose; and for 
that reason he has rightly been hailed as not only a philosopher 
but a prophet. Can there be higher praise ? 


W. H. MOBERLY. 
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THE ORIGIN AND AUTHORITY OF THE 
BIBLICAL CANON ACCORDING TO THE 
CONTINENTAL REFORMERS. 


II. LUTHER, ZWINGLI, LEFEVRE, 
AND CALVIN. 


IN my previous paper I urged again the familiar view that 
the Reform movement on the Continent received its initial 
impulse from the Humanists or Men of the New Learning who 
had revolted against Scholasticism. It would be a mistake, 
however, to confuse the two movements. They had in fact and 
in essence very little in common, and it has been a quite illogical 
process by which men like More, Erasmus, and others have been 
attacked because they did not openly join in the great campaigns 
led by Luther and Calvin. 

It has been forgotten that the Reformers, notwithstanding 
their language on some occasions, were not really opposed 
to Scholasticism. What they objected to was the Scholas- 
ticism of the writers of the Middle Ages, while they had a 
scholasticism of their own quite as metaphysical as the other, 
and one which they clung to with desperation. Erasmus and 
his friends, on the other hand, were as much opposed to the new 
scholasticism as they were to the old, and perhaps more so. 
Hence it is irrational to blame them for refusing to accept this 
new metaphysic ; when it was a priori reasoning and metaphysics 
of all kinds in theology to which they objected. And at the 
same time, as I said in my last paper, submission to the 
Church in the last resort was not contested even by the more 
daring Humanists. 


BIBLICAL CANON OF CONTINENTAL REFORMERS 189 


Nothing can be more plain than the unconditional avowal 
made by Erasmus on this subject. In my previous paper I quoted 
his answer to the Sorbonne doctors. It is perhaps more effective 
to quote what he said in the privacy of correspondence with his 
friend Pirkheimer. He is protesting against Oecolampadius, the 
Professor of Theology at the University of Basle, who had 
written an introduction to his own Greek Testament, and having 
now joined the Reformers spoke of Erasmus as ‘ our Erasmus’. 
Erasmus felt that the phrase was compromising to him and by 
no means expressed his views, and he accordingly wrote as 
follows :— 


‘Illud inter amicos dixi, me possein illius sententiam pedibus discedere, 
si probasset eam autoritas Ecclesiae, sed adieci, me nullo pacto ab ea 
posse dissentire. Ecclesiam autem voco totius populi Christiani con- 
sensum. An idem dixerint Hypocritae quorum meministi, nescio. 
A me certe sine fuco dictum est et ex animo, nec unquam de 
Eucharistiae veritate vacillavi. Quantum apud alios valeat autoritas 
Ecclesiae, nescio, certe apud me tantum valet ut cum Arianis et 
Pelagianis sentire possim, si probasset Ecclesia quod illi docuerunt. 
Nec mihi non sufficiunt verba Christi, sed mirum videri non debet, si 
sequor interpretem Ecclesiam, cuius autoritate persuasus credo scri- 
pturis canonicis. Fortasse plus vel ingenii, vel roboris est aliis, ego nulla 
in re tutius acquiesco, quam in certis Ecclesiae iudiciis. Rationum et 
argumentationum nullus est finis.’ 


This letter was written from Basle, and is dated ‘ postrid. Lucae, 
. An. 1527’ (Opus Epistolarum Des. Erasmi Roterodami, Basle 
1529; Ρ. 732). 

This attitude of Erasmus was shared by many of the very 
prominent Humanists quite honestly, and explains the position 
they took in the controversies of the early sixteenth century, 
which has been much misunderstood. They were champions of 
a new logic, an empirical and inductive logic, and of a new literary 
culture, and by no means anxious to adopt a new scholastic meta- 
physics built up by Luther or Calvin and their scholars, which 
they doubtless deemed to have much less authority than the 
philosophy of Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus, and to be 
quite as much based upon limited premisses and an imperfect 
priori logic. 

The methods of Biblical exegesis, however, patronized by 
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the Humanists, were directly adopted and followed by the 
Reformers. These methods were not new. They and their 
results were borrowed very largely from those of Saint Jerome. 

The first scholar north of the Alps who thus adopted them 
in a scholar’s way in modern times, and must assuredly claim 
to have been the forerunner of Biblical studies in the modern 
sense, was Jacques Lefévre, of Etaples, a person much too little 
known to English readers. His importance as a factor in the 
great changes of the sixteenth century must excuse my devoting 
some paragraphs to him. He was born at Etaples in Picardy 
about 1450, of humble parents, took his degree at the University 
of Paris, and in his early days devoted himself to private 
teaching. His ardour in pursuit of classical studies took him 
to Italy, and he soon became a Greek scholar of distinction. 
He was admitted as a professor at the College of Cardinal 
Lemoine at Paris, and there proceeded to edit a number of 
Greek texts, especially devoting himself to Aristotle’s Physics, 
Metaphysics, and Ethics. In 1507 he entered the Benedictine 
abbey of St-Germain-des-Prés at Paris, and from that time he 
began to abandon his secular studies and to devote himself 
to theology. His first work in this new line was a parallel 
edition of the Psalter in five versions, with a commentary. This 
he finished in 1508, and several editions of it were printed. In 
his Hebrew studies for this work (Comm. ad Ps. 114-15, &c.), he 
tells us he was largely indebted to Reuchlin’s Rudimenta linguae 
Hebraicae, which, as we have seen, was such a potent instrument 
in the initiation of Hebrew studies in Germany. Reuchlin 
and he, in fact, became close friends and correspondents. In 
1512 he published at Paris a very remarkable work, especially 
remarkable considering its date, which preceded all the critical 
works on the Bible of Erasmus and the German Reformers. 
It consisted of a revised Latin translation of St Paul’s Epistles, 
based largely on the Vulgate, with many corrections from the 
Greek, and printed in a parallel text with the Vulgate. Graf, in 
his life of Lefévre, has given numerous examples of his new 
readings. The most remarkable features of the book, however, 
were the illuminating and singularly daring commentaries it 
contained, in which the old methods of scholastic exegesis were 
completely abandoned, and the text was discussed quite in 
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a modern way. So novel was it all that Lefévre found it prudent 
to conciliate the authorities in a prefatory ‘epistle’ which was 
not quite ingenuous, and in which he claimed that he had 
ventured to some extent to correct the Vulgate, because in 
these Epistles the accepted Vulgate was not St Jerome’s, but 
the text which that Father had himself corrected. Thus 
he says: 


‘Nos ad sacri Hieronymi tralationem nihil ausos sed ad vulgatam 
aeditionem quae longe fuit ante beatum et gloriosum Ecclesie lumen 
Hieronymum et quam nobiscum ipse suggillat carpit et coarguit et quam 
veterem et vulgatam appellat aeditionem.’ 


He professes to prove this elaborately in the Apologia prefixed 

to the work itself, and headed ‘ Apologia quod vetus interpretatio 
Epistolarum Beatissimi Pauli quae passim legitur non sit tra- 
latio Hieronymi’. 
_ In the commentaries following, the importance of which has 
never been quite appreciated, Lefévre largely forestalls Luther’s 
main contentions, those indeed with which his name is chiefly 
associated, namely, his views on Divine Grace and on the Sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist. In regard to the former, in his comments 
on the tenth chapter of the Second Epistle to the Corinthians 
fol. cxv he says : 


*Spem habemus, crescente fide vestra in vobis magnificari secundum 
regulam nostram abunde in iis quae ultra vos sunt evangelizare non in 
aliena regula in iis quae prompta sunt gloriari. Qui autem gloriatur: in 
domino glorietur. Non enim qui seipsum commendat ille probatus est, 
sed quem dominus commendat. Dei munere nonnulla parata Paulus 
habebat, quae superioribus Corintho regionibus praedicaturus erat, in 
quibus evangelizandis gloriari posset secundum mensuram ac normam 
donationis Christi. Sed id non est in se gloriari: sed in deo qui dat. Qui 
enim in aliquo gloriatur non quia in se est sed quia ab aliquo est, non 
propter se sed propter eum qui largitur, non in se sed in largiente 
gloriatur, et haec gloriatio vera et sancta est. Quam nobis largiatur 
Christus in omnia saecula benedictus: in quo solo universus glorietur 
mundus,’ 


In regard to the mass, he says, in his commentary on the 
seventh and thirteenth chapters of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
op. cit. fols. cxciii and ccvii: 
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‘Quod caeteri sacerdotes quotidie pro propriis peccatis et pro peccatis 
populi innumeris repetitis vicibus faciebant: Christus non pro propriis 
peccatis (ut qui peccatum non fecit nec inventus est dolus in ore eius) 
sed pro totius mundi una oblatione satisfecit unus et uice una: poten- 
tior innumeris infinitis iteratis hostiis. Ergo quae in ministerio sacerdotii 
eius quotidie peraguntur: non tam sunt iteratae oblationes quam unius 
eiusdem et quae semel tantum oblata est victimae memoria ac recor- 
datio. Haec (inquit) quotiescunque feceritis : in mei memoriam facietis, 
semel enim pro omnibus satisfecit. Neque aliud mysterium continet, quam 
ex praesentia corporis et sanguinis olim oblati illius divinae et omni- 
salvificae oblationis sanctificationisque memoriam, quae omni sacrificio 
et omni oblatione ad finem usque mundi deo est acceptior. Et hic 
sacerdos noster et haec victima non est a lege Hebraeorum instituta, 
sed a divino iusiurando quod non pro tempore legis fuit sed pro sacer- 
dotio post legem.... Ergo in luce novi sacerdotis et novi sacrificii 
ambulantes : in ipsum semper intendamus, gratia eius illuminati qui est 
filius dei, solus in aeternum perfectus consummatusque sacerdos, qui nos 
lavit, nos redemit, aversos et odibiles nos convertit et reconciliat deo 
patri in memoria illa oblationis qua seipsum ei pro nobis obtulit. ... 
Gratia quae confirmat cor doctrina Christi est. Cibi in quibus qui 
ambulaverunt non profecerunt: variae doctrinae et peregrinae quae dei 
sermonem non continent sed potius illi adversantur. Nam (ut scriptum 
est) non in solo pane vivit homo : sed in omni verbo quod procedit ex ore 
dei. Qui cultum habent tabernaculi : Iudaei sunt (de veteri enim taberna- 
culo id dictum est) qui non participant altari Christi. Et ideo potesta- 
tem non habent ut edant de altari Christi: id est ut vitalem doctrinae 
Christi cibum in se transferant, tanto minus et nos de doctrinis Iudaeorum 
et aliorum edere debemus sed debemus sequi Christum extra omnia 
castra, extra omnes alienas doctrinas et extra hunc mundum. Quod et 
Iudaeis monstrabatur in figura: nam vitulus qui fiebat pro peccato... 
extra castra comburebatur: indicium quod Christus qui immolaretur pro 
peccato mundi extra hunc mundum quaerendus esset. Et in huius rei 
argumentum: Christus dominus cum nos sanguine suo sanctificavit in 
monte Calvariae extra portam Hierusalem passus est. Extra ergo 
omnem doctrinam, quae celestis non sit et evangelica aut evangelicae 
assecla, quaerendus est Christus.’ 


I have thought it right to extract these passages, since they 
are virtually unknown to English readers, and are remark- 
able statements to have been publicly made by one who was 
professedly an orthodox person, in a work especially dedicated 
toa bishop. As Mr H. Ὁ. Lea says of Lefévre’s work, that it is 
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‘the first example of casting aside the scholastic exegesis for 
a treatment in which tradition was rejected and the freedom of 
individual judgement was exercised as of right’. 

Lefévre’s criticism was not always along lines afterwards 
approved by the Reformers, but was singular and detached. 
Thus, in regard to the way in which Adam’s fall brought the 
penalty of death into the world and Christ’s grace repaired the 
mischief, he did not hold with the predestinarianism of Augustine 
and of many of the Reformers, but was a champion of Free- 
will as the real cause of human sin; while on the other hand 
he held that man can do no good act by his own effort (ad 
Rom. vii 8 and ix 14), and he strove to reconcile the teaching of 
Paul and James on good works. 

In other passages he sharply attacked the methods employed 
by the friars in their missionary work, in which they put the 
Scripture aside in favour of superstitious practices and crude 
stories of miracles, &c. Jnter alia, he pointedly objected to 
converging so much attention on the stigmata of St Francis, 
while forgetting the real stigmata of Christ. He questioned 
the efficacy of prayers made in a language which men 
did not understand (ad 1 Cor. xiv and xvi), and the excessive 
self-mortification and the exaggerated fastings and abstinence 
which were deemed to be remedies for sins which the death 
of Christ alone washed out (ad 2 Cor. ii 16, iii 5-7; ad 
Heb. vi 6; ad Rom. xiv 13). While approving of celibacy among 
those who had a vocation, he strongly opposed its adoption 
among those who had not, and called attention to the fact that 
until the time of Gregory the Seventh, priests were allowed to 
marry once, while the practice still prevailed in the Greek Church 
(ad 1 Cor. vii 25; Phil. iv 1). 

All this is very noteworthy, and not less so because Lefévre 
never openly broke with the Church, nor was he ever driven out 
of it; while, as we shall see, his influence on the text of the Bible 
used by the French Reformers was paramount. 

Let us now turn elsewhere. Four years after Lefévre 
published his Commentaries just named, i.e. in 1516, Erasmus 
brought out the first edition of his Greek New Testament at 
Basle. It was an epoch-making work, which both directly and 
indirectly had a great effect on Biblical studies. 

VOL, IX, [9] 
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In the preface to this work Erasmus speaks with incisive 
keenness of the barren study of Scholasticism, which had 
paralysed theology for so many centuries, and his language on 
the subject is not less remarkable because it appears on the 
same page with profuse adulation of Pope Leo the Tenth to 
whom it was dedicated, and who (Epicurean as he was) doubtless 
sympathized with it all. In the same preface he addresses 
almost hyperbolic compliments to his Mecaenas, the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, Warham, whose friends and associates 
were, it will be remembered, the group of scholars forming 
the English humanists—More, Colet, and the rest. Erasmus 
thus describes Warham and denounces Scholasticism in the same 
paragraph : 


‘Tlle apud suos, virtutum ac literarum omnium Mecaenas et antistes, 
Gulielmus Archiepiscopus Cantuarensis, totius Angliae non tituli 
tantum honore primas, ac tuae sanctitatis legatus, ut vocant, natus, cui 
meipsum quoque quantus quantus sum debeo, non modo universum 
studii mei proventum . . .’ 


This dedication is interesting in view of what follows. In his 
paraclesis to the pious reader, he says: 


‘Christianis omnibus evangelia et apostolorum literae ita sanctae 
habeantur, ut haec prae illis non videantur esse sancta. Quid 
Alberto magno, quid Alexandro, quid Thomae, quid Aegidio, quid 
Ricardo, quid Occam alii velint tribuere, per me sane cuique liberum 
erit, nolim enim cuiusque imminuere gloriam, aut cum inveteratis iam 
hominum studiis dimicare. Sint illa quantumvis erudita, quantumvis 
subtilia, quantumvis si velint seraphica, haec tamen certissima fateantur 
oportet.’ 

In the second address, styled Methodus, he speaks more plainly : 


‘ Praestat paulo minus esse sophistam quam minus sapere in evange- 
liis ac Paulinis literis. Satius est ignorare quaedam Aristotelis dogmata 
quam nescire Christi decreta. Denique malim cum Hieronymo pius 
esse theologus, quam cum Scoto invictus. . . . Quis enim omnino nodus 
dialectica subtilitate necti potest, qui non eadem subtilitate dissolvatur, 
si liberum fit utrisque, quod volet assumere. At simplices illae literae 
totius orbis populos pauculis annis innovare potuerunt. . . . Cui placent 
scholasticae conflictationes sequatur, quod in scholis receptum est. At 
si quis magis cupit instructus esse ad pietatem quam ad disputationem 
in primis et potissimum versetur in fontibus, versetur in his scriptoribus, 
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qui proxime biberunt de fontibus. Quod diminutum erit in syllogismis, 
id pensabit oratio. Et satis invictus fueris theologus, si eo profeceris, 
ut nulli succumbas vicio, nullis cedas cupiditatibus, etiam si a dispu- 
tatione quodlibetica discesseris inferior. Abunde magnus doctor est 
qui pure docet Christum.’ 


Erasmus does not disguise his views about certain books. In 
his Argumentum at the head of the Epistle to the Hebrews, he 
explains why it is anonymous, and attributes it to the modesty 
of the Apostle, but he heads it ‘ TOY ATIOY ITTAYAOY ATIOSTO- 
AOY ἘΠΙΣΤΟΛΗ ΠΡῸΣ ΤΟΥΣ EBPAIOYS Beati Apostoli 
Pauli Epistola ad Hebraeos’. Jude is put immediately before 
Revelation. 

Erasmus exercised very great freedom of criticism in his pre- 
faces to the various Bible books. Thus, in his annotations to 
the Epistle of James, which he heads ‘ Annotationes in Epistolam 
Iacobi’, he says: 


‘ Apostolus non additur in his libris, quos ego viderim, nec in latinis 
emendatioribus. Et fieri potest, ut nomen commune cum apostolo 
praebuerit occasionem, ut haec epistola Iacobo apostolo asscriberetur, 
cum fuerit alterius cuiusdam Iacobi, nam de hac quoque nonnihil est 
dubitatum. Idem accidit in duabus posterioribus, quae ob nomen com- 
mune Ioanni tribuuntur apostolo, cum alterius sint, autore Hieronymo.’ 


Of the Second Epistle of Peter, he says : 


* De hac quoque secunda Petri epistola, cuius esset in controverso erat. 
Id attestatur Hieronymus in catalogo scriptorum illustrium his quidem 
verbis: Scripsit duas epistolas, quae canonicae nominantur, quarum 
secunda a plaerisque eius esse negatur, propter stilum cum priore 
dissonantem. At idem alias variat, nunc volens eam esse Petri, et stili 
dissonantiam reiiciens in interpretem, quo tum Petrus sit usus, nunc 
negans illius esse quod reclamat stilus.’ 


In regard to the two latter Epistles of St John, Erasmus 
says: 


‘Constat inter autores, primam Ioannis epistolam eius esse Ioannis, 
quam Iesus dilexit plurimum. Caeterum duas posteriores, Ioannes 
presbyter scripsit, non Ioannes apostolus. Qua quidem de re prodidit 
Hieronymus in Catalogo scriptorum illustrium, his quidem verbis. . .’ 


About the Apocalypse, Erasmus writes : 


‘ Quamquam in calce huius libri, nonnulla verba reperi apud nostros, 
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quae aberant in Graecis exemplaribus, ea tamen ex latinis adiecimus. 
Testatur divus Hieronymus Apocalypsim, ne sua quidem aetate fuisse 
receptam a Graecis. Ad haec quosdam eruditissimos viros, totum hoc 
argumentum ceu fictum multis conviciis insectatos fuisse, quasi nihil 
haberet apostolicae gravitatis, sed vulgatam tantum rerum historiam 
figurarum involucris adumbratam. Ut de his interim nihil dicam, me 
nonnihil moverunt cum aliae coniecturae, tum illae quod revelationes 
scribens tam sollicite suum inculcat nomen. Ego Ioannes ego Ioannes 
perinde quasi syngraham scriberet non librum, idque non solum praeter 
morem aliorum apostolorum, verum multo magis praeter suum morem, 
qui in evangelio modestiora narrans ... Ad haec in Graecis quos ego 
viderim codicibus, non erat titulus Ioannis evangelistae, sed Ioannis 
theologi, ut ne commemorem, stilum non parum dissonantem ab eo qui 
est in evangelio et epistola. Nam de locis quos quidam calumniati sunt, 
velut haereticorum quorundam dogmata redolentes, non magni negocii 
sit diluere, haec inquam me nonnihil moverent, quo minus crederem esse 
Ioannis evangelistae, nisi me consensus orbis alio vocaret, praecipue vero 
autoritas ecclesiae, si tamen hoc opus, hoc animo comprobat ecclesia, ut 
Ioannis evangelistae velint habeti, et pari esse pondere, cum caeteris 
canonicis libris. Iam Dorotheus Tyri episcopus ac Martyr in compendio 
vitarum prodidit Ioannem evangelium suum scripsisse in insula Patmo. 
Caeterum de Apocalypsi nullam omnino facit mentionem. Nec Anastasius 
quidem in suo Catalogo audet affirmare, opus hoc illius esse, tantum ait 
receptum a quibusdam tanquam illius opus. Equidem video veteres 
theologos magis ornandae rei gratia, hinc adducere testimonia, quam ut 
rem seriam evincant. Quando quidem inter gemmas etiam nonnihil est 
discriminis, et aurum est auro purius ac probatius. In sacris quoque 
rebus, aliud est alio sacratius. Qui spiritualis est, ut inquit Paulus 
omnia diiudicat et a nemine diiudicatur.’ 

All this is very plain speaking from one who claimed to submit 
absolutely to the Church, and shews that Erasmus practised 
criticism without hesitation as freely as Luther himself. At the 
end of the New Testament there is appended an address to the 
reader by Oecolampadius, who this same year became professor 
of Theology at Basle, and who was afterwards such a vigorous 
champion of the Reformation. He speaks in this address in 
hyperbolic terms of Erasmus as ‘plane sicut raritate eruditionis 
Phoenicem volucrem, ita et invicto animi robore phoenicem 
arborem hoc est palmam referat’. 

In the same year, viz. 1516, there appeared at Delft a transla- 
tion into Dutch of the Latin text of Erasmus’s New Testament 
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which had the approval of Pope Leo the Tenth. The following 
year two notable steps were taken towards the Reformation. One 
of them, the nailing of Luther’s theses to the door of the Castle 
church at Wittenberg, has been sufficiently appreciated. The 
other has hardly been noticed at all, at least in England; 
I mean, the publication of a second highly polemical work by 
J. Lefevre, de Maria Magdalena et triduo Christi disceptatio. 
In this work Lefévre aroused the greatest animosity of the monks 
and friars and of the doctors of the Sorbonne by what they 
deemed an attack on the Breviary, on the traditions of the Church, 
and on the veneration due to the saints, and they clamoured for 
the book to be put into the fire, and with it its author. Lefévre 
in fact argued that the Church had been mistaken in making 
one famous saint out of two, and that the ‘ Peccatrix’, Mary the 
sister of Martha, and Mary Magdalen out of whom Christ cast 
seven devils, were three different people. To this argument he 
added an appendix in which he claimed to shew also that Christ 
rose again on the third day during the daytime and not the 
night. In a second edition of this tract, in which he defended 
himself, he further questioned another view long held by the 
Church, and appealed on the matter from the Church in error to 
a better-informed Church. This appeal, it must be said, was 
a position rather trying to the orthodox of the period. He in 
fact claimed to refute the view that St Anne, the mother of the 
Blessed Virgin, had been married three times—to Joachim, to 
Cleophas, and to Salomas successively, and had had by each 
a daughter Mary; that these Maries had respectively married 
Joseph, Alphaeus, and Zebedee, and become the mothers (1) of 
Christ, (2) of St James the less, Joseph Justus, and Simon, and 
(3) of St James the greatef and St John. He claimed to shew, 
in fact, that St Anne had only one husband, namely, Joachim, 
and one daughter, the Virgin Mary ; and he argued that Salomas 
was merely Salome, the wife of Zebedee, transformed by mistake 
into a man. 

Lefévre was vigorously supported in these contentions by 
J. Clictov and Cornelius Agrippa and others, and found a more 
potent defender in Francis the First and his sister Marguerite, 
who sheltered him from the prosecution of the ecclesiastical 
officials. 
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What is perhaps more interesting for us is the fact that 
Lefévre’s memoir was answered at some length by John Fisher, 
Bishop of Rochester and Chancellor of Cambridge University. 
His reply was published in 1519. A complimentary letter 
prefixed to this answer, and addressed by a certain Didimus 
Lycoucarius, a student of Paris, to Nich. Metchalfe, S.T.P., 
Archdeacon of Rochester, begins as follows : 

‘ Nisi virtutis (vir erudite) maior habenda esset ratio quam fortunae: cui 
patriam singuli suam debemus: vix aequo animo ferre ipse possem tantam 
omnium laudum excellentiam Angliae merito ascribi. Nam ut omittam 
Coletum, Linacrum, Paceum, Tunstallum, Morum, Latymerum, & Gro- 
cinum, Roscios omnis scientiae numeris absolutos: Qualis iam nunc 
isthic in harenam descendit Milo? Qualis (inquam) prodit Episco- 
pus?’ (Fisher de unica Magdalena f. 1¥.) 

The second edition of Erasmus’s Greek Testament was 
published at Basle in 1519. Basle was then the centre of the 
European printing and book trade, as Leipzig became later, and 
the necessities of seeing his exceptional book through the press, 
had in fact as early as 1515 taken Erasmus to Basle, where, as we 
shall see, his influence was very marked. Basle has some claims 
indeed to be the real cradle of the Reformation. 

It was at Basle that the famous Council met between 1431 
and 1443. Although its labours proved abortive it was the 
last concerted movement before Trent to reform the abuses of 
the Curia and the morals of the clergy, and it would seem 
as if the influence of its discussions lasted there into another 
generation. The University of Basle was founded by Pope 
Pius the Second in 1459, and it presently became a centre of the 
Humanist movement. A potent influence was exercised there 
in the beginning of the sixteenth century by Thomas Wittenbach, 
who was born at Biel in 1472, and became a professor, first at 
Tiibingen, then at Basle, where he died in 1526. Of him, one of 
his pupils, Leo Judas, writes: 


‘E vobis prodiit nobis D. Thomas ille Wittenbachius, vir in omni 
disciplinarum genere exercitatissimus, et qui propter multiiugam 
eruditionem omnibus istius saeculi doctissimis hominibus miraculo et 
stupori, et Phoenix quaedam habitus sit. Quo praeceptore Zwinglius et 
ego, uno eodemque tempore circa annum Domini 1505, Basileae literis 
operam navantes formati sumus. Nec solum in cultioribus disciplinis, 


BIBLICAL CANON OF CONTINENTAL REFORMERS 199 


quarum erat callentissimus, sed in scripturarum quoque veritate. Ut 
enim homo ille praeter singularem eloquentiam acuto erat ingenio, 
multa quae posteris temporibus ab aliis prodita sunt praevidebat et 
praesagiebat, ut de Indulgentiis papisticis, et aliis rebus, quibus Romanus 
Pontifex stultum mundum aliquot iam saeculis dementaverat,. Ex hoc 
hausimus quidquid nobis fuit solidae eruditionis, atque hoc ei etiam 
debemus.’ (Pantaleon Prosopograph. iii 43.) 

Wittenbach was a strenuous upholder of the new views and 
not only denounced the sale of indulgences at Basle, but also 
openly taught that the death of Christ was the only way to 
salvation. He was also an opponent of the celibacy of the 
clergy. (Lebens Doctor Thomas Wittenbachs Bernerisches Mau- 
soleum, 1. 1, etc.) 

An eager pupil of Wittenbach’s at Basle was Zwingli, who 
was born on January Ist, 1484, at Wildhaus in the Canton of 
St-Gallen. His nearest relations on both sides were ecclesiastics. 
Having gone to school at Vienna, he returned to Basle in 1502 
when 18 years old, where he sat at the feet of Wittenbach. In 
1506 he was ordained priest and appointed to the Church of 
Glarus. It has been the fashion for Lutheran historians to 
minimize the initial work of Zwingli as compared with that of 
their special hero, whom he undoubtedly forestalled in his defiant 
campaign against the Roman authorities. 

Zwingli says of himself : 

‘Coepi ego Evangelion praedicare anno salutis decimosexto supra 
millesimum et quingentesimum, eo scilicet tempore, quum Lutheri 
nomen in nostris regionibus ne auditum adhuc erat. Sic autem prae- 
dicavi, cum Missa adhuc in usu esset Pontificiis. Evangelium quod 
in Missa legebatur, populo proposui explicandum ; explicandum, inquam, 
non hominum commentis, sed sola Scripturarum Bibliacarum collatione.’ 
(Zwingli Opera i p. 37-) 

Wolfgang Capito says in a letter to Bullinger : 

‘ Antequam Lutherus in lucem emerserit, Zwinglius et ego inter nos 
communicavimus de pontifice deiiciendo, etiam cum ille vitam degeret 
in eremitorio. Nam utrique ex Erasmi consuetudine et lectione bonorum 
autorum qualecunque iudicium tum subolescebat.’ (Gerdesius Jutrod. 
ad Hist. Evang. i 117.) 

The friendship of Zwingli with Erasmus and Capito, here re- 
ferred to, was formed in 1515. The next year, while Erasmus 
was at Basle, and before he had heard of Luther, Zwingli 
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was transferred to Einsiedeln, and was there engaged in denouncing 
the pilgrimages which have always been such a feature of that 
place. It is clear therefore that Zwingli, in the earlier part of 
his career as a Reformer, owed nothing to Luther, and in fact was 
his predecessor. In 1518 Zwingli was appointed preacher at 
Ziirich, and at once began to denounce the sale of indulgences, 
fasting, the celibacy of the clergy, &c., and at length the Pope 
called upon the people of Ziirich to abandon him. This they 
refused to do, and the Council, after he had produced and 
defended sixty-seven theses, at a conference held at Zurich on the 
2gth of January, 1523, were so convinced by his eloquence that 
they separated the canton from the bishopric of Constance, and 
thus established the Reformation in a definite way there. This 
was followed by a series of other changes further emphasizing his 
separation from Rome. 

While Zwingli and Luther disagreed materially about the true 
explanation of the Mass, and spoke of each other in consequence 
in terms hardly credible, they held similar views in regard to the 
Bible and its authority. In the first of the theses just named 
Zwingli said: ‘ Quicunque evangelia nihil esse dicunt nisi ecclesiae 
calculus et adprobatio accedat, errant et deum blasphemant” He 
thus repudiates very vigorously the notion that the authority of 
the Bible is in any way based on the tradition or authority of the 
Church. 

In his memoir De perspicuitate et certitudine vel infallibilitate 
verbi divini, he speaks most plainly on the subject : 

*Hoc verbum Dei,’ he says, ‘ non invenies apud concilia et pontifices, 
sed in cubiculo tuo, ubi solus fueris cum Deo. Ora Deum, hauri ex 
Scriptura, noli quaerere ex Scriptura confirmationem sententiae tuae. 


Adi solum evangelium, abice nugas theologorum scholasticorum.’ 
(Huldrich Zwingli Werke, Ziirich 1828, i 66.) 

Again he says : 

‘Ego certo scio me a Deo doceri; nam sensieum. Ne autem quis 
mihi obiciat hoc verbum, intellege, quomodo sciam me a Deo doceri 
. .. Nunc certus sum sententiam Dei eam esse, quam intellexi. Nunc 
affer omnia mendacia et fictiones iuristarum, omnem simulationem cucul- 
latorum, omnem iram praelatorum inflatorum, omne venenum Romanum, 
omnem ignem Aetnae vel gehennae: non me convertes ad aliam 
opinionem.... Verbum Dei (id est, quod venit a solo Dei Spiritu) 
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summopere honorandum neque ulli verbo tanta fides adhibenda est, 
quanta ipsi. Ipsum enim certum est, infallibile, lucidum, non sinit 
in tenebris errare, docet se ipsum, explicat se ipsum, illuminat mentem 
humanam omni salute et gratia.’ (2. i 74 sq.) 

This being his theory, he did not shrink from applying it. 
Thus in regard to the Apocalypse, we have it reported that 
at the Berne disputation (ii p. 169) he said, ‘Us Apocalypsi 
nemend wir kein kundschafft an, dann es nit ein biblisch 
buch ist.’ Again, in his book de claritate verbi Dei p. 310, 
he says, ‘Apocalypsis prorsus non sapit os et ingenium 
Ioannis. Possum ergo testimonia si velim reiicere. Here we 
have the subjective theory so characteristic of Luther’s exegesis 
put in practice in its most extreme form, and it is plain in fact 
that Zwingli adopted Luther’s test of Canonical authority, and 
stood in this matter on precisely the same platform as the latter 
did. 

Let us now return again shortly to Lefévre, who was carrying 
on a parallel campaign in France. It was about the year 1520 
that he left Paris and took up his residence at Meaux, where the 
bishop was his friend, and where he worked at his commentary 
on the Gospels, which was finished in 1521. In this book he took 
up the same dogmatic position as in his work on St Paul’s 
Epistles, but he had become bolder in his criticism, and in his 
appeal to God’s grace and to the Gospel against the notion of 
the efficacy of good works. He prudently, however, avoided 
direct and dangerous attacks on the administrative abuses of the 
Church, nor was he entirely opposed to the old views. Thus 
he defended the doctrine of Purgatory, approving the scholastic 
distinction between satisfactio culpae and satisfactio poenae. In 
regard to the Eucharist, he emphasizes his former statements thus: 


‘Ubicunque sane Christus est, Christus incarnatus est: incarnatus 
autem sine corpore non est. Et magna est fides cognoscere Christum 
corporaliter esse ubi sacramentaliter est, sed maior est cognoscere eum 
absolute ubique corporaliter esse.’ (οὐ. cit., ad Joan. iv 19. See also vi 47 
and xx 19.) 

The Sacrament with him was no Sacrament without Faith, but 
Faith could do much without the Sacrament. 

Without denying the intercession of Saints and the efficacy of 

their invocation, which would have put him at issue with the 
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Church’s regulations, he deemed it useless to apply vicariously 
when we can go directly to the fountain-head. While he main- 
tained in a stronger form his views about liberty, grace, and good 
works, he strongly supported the unity of the Church, and 
opposed schisms and sects. But the union he defended was not the 
external union which meant union with the Chair of Peter, but 
union with Christ, who, he urged, alone had the power of the keys, 
which He deputed to all who built up His Church as well as to 
Peter. He deplored the decay of the Church, which could only 
be restored by the preaching of the Gospel everywhere among 
men: the rest was all vain. It is well to remember the vigour as 
well as the daring of this language at this date ; published, too, 
not in the dominions of friendly Electors and other potent people 
in Germany, who were in full sympathy, but in the much more 
- dangerous latitude of France. Lutheranism itself had meanwhile 
got a considerable foothold at Meaux among the work-people, 
and also among some of the preachers imported by Brigonnet the 
bishop, to whom Lefévre’s teaching was apparently not dis- 
tasteful, while Lutheran books were openly sold in spite of the 
prohibitions of the Sorbonne doctors. In 1523 they issued a 
special order confiscating all Luther’s works, and ordering them to 
be burnt, and prohibiting those of Erasmus ; and a large number 
of propositions taken from Lefévre’s Commentary on the Gospels 
were condemned. He, however, refused to retract, and would 
have been imprisoned if he had not been protected by Marguerite, 
sister of Francis the First. Francis himself appointed a commis- 
sion of prelates and doctors of theology, who examined Lefévre’s 
incriminated works. They found in favour of the accused, where- 
upon the king issued a letter filled with his praises, and forbade 
the Sorbonne to trouble him. 

The defeat and capture of Francis the First at Pavia were 
unfortunate for the reforming party in France, and greatly 
strengthened the hands of the clerical conservatives at Meaux. 
The Bishop, afraid of the Sorbonne, himself, on the 15th Octo- 
ber, 1523, issued a synodal, in which he forbade, on pain of 
excommunication, the reading or keeping of Luther’s works, or 
the denial of the doctrine of Purgatory and of the Invocation of 
Saints. He pronounced anathema against preachers who taught 
Lutheranism, and withdrew licences from some of his own 


BIBLICAL CANON OF CONTINENTAL REFORMERS 203 


Evangelical protégés among the preachers. When, however, he 
affixed papal indulgences, as well as printed prayers, to the doors 
of the cathedral they were torn off. The culprits were discovered 
and duly punished, but the bishop’s former views and more prob- 
ably his known secret encouragement of the Reformers were not 
forgotten. The Cordeliers openly charged him and his preachers 
with favouring heresy, and especially that he had encouraged 
French translations of the New Testament and the Psalter, and 
had even ordered preachers who were illiterate to read Lefévre’s 
translations of the Gospel of the day. (Graf of. cit. 104-109.) 

Lefévre now undertook a translation of the New Testament, 
which was sanctioned on condition that he followed the text of 
the Vulgate without change. The four Evangelists, preceded 
by an Introduction, appeared accordingly on the 8th of June, 1523, 
and the rest of the New Testament a few months later. They 
were published anonymously, but were undoubtedly the work of 
Lefévre. We read in the Introduction: 

‘Sachons que les hommes et leurs doctrines ne sont riens, sinon de 
autant que elles sont corroborées et confirmées de la parolle de Dieu. .. . 
Mais Jésus-Christ est tout.’ 

He went on to invite the simple and unlearned to read the 
actual words of the Bible without human paraphrase. If the 
Gospels contained difficulties which poor Frenchmen could not 
understand, why, he urged, was not this so with poor Greeks and 
poor Latins when they were written in those languages, and he 
asked why poor Christians should not be permitted to defend their 
faith from their Bibles, as poor Jews were wont to do theirs. 

Lefévre’s New Testament was reprinted several times in 1524 
and 1525. In February of the latter year he followed it up with 
a French Psalter, while the Bishop issued in French a collection 
of the passages to be used for Epistle and Gospel all the year 
round in the diocese of Meaux, which is also attributed to Lefévre, 
whom the friars called ‘le domestique et commensal de l’évéque’. 
All this was very distasteful to the authorities. One of the 
Meaux preachers after another was summoned by the Sorbonne 
and condemned, and on August 25th, 1525, it was expressly for- 
bidden to issue translations of the Bible or of sections of it in the 
vernacular. 


Lefévre had at this time finished his commentary on the 
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Catholic Epistles, which he dedicated to the Chancellor Duprat. 
In it, while his phrases were more studied, he maintained his 
old views. He implored kings and powerful men to permit 
the free circulation of the Gospel, and recalled what Francis 
the First had already done in this behalf. In regard to the 
priesthood he says, ‘Tous les fidéles sont des temples spiri- 
tuels, des prétres spirituels oints par le Saint Esprit pour qu’ils 
offrent leurs sacrifices 4 Dieu dans une conscience pure, et Jésus 
Christ connait partout ces prétres. Those in orders were 
specially meant to teach the others, he said, and to administer 
the sacraments. In commenting on 1 Peter v 13 he associated 
Babylon and Rome; on the subject of good works and the 
Eucharist he reiterated his previous views. The friars and their 
patrons were naturally still further exasperated by these publica- 
tions. Lefevre and others, including the bishop, were cited with 
a view to being interrogated. Fifty propositions were abstracted 
from the exhortations in Lefévre’s editions of the Gospels and 
Epistles as heretical, including most of the principal so-called 
Evangelical views. They were declared to be ‘inventions of the 
devil and heretical lies’, The finding was sent to the Inquisitors 
appointed by the Holy See. All this happened during the 
imprisonment of Francis the First at Madrid. On his return the 
King, while apparently not interfering to assist others, again threw 
his protection over Lefévre. Some of his friends suffered various 
penalties or fled, while the bishop apparently adopted Cranmer’s 
accommodating attitude under similar difficulties. He accordingly 
returned to his diocese, where he died some years later. 

We will now revert shortly to Germany and its borders. 
Luther’s New Testament, as we saw, was first published in Sep- 
tember 1522, three months only before Lefévre’s. It was not 
long before it was translated into other languages. Notwith- 
standing Charles the Fifth’s determined opposition to all Luther’s 
works and the heavy hand he always kept upon Flanders, a 
translation of his New Testament into Dutch was published by 
Adrian Van Bergen at Antwerp in 1523. It contains Luther’s 
prefaces to the New Testament and its several books, and the 
books are arranged in the order in which he printed them. 
Le Long says of the prefaces to the later Epistles of St. Paul 
in this Dutch New Testament : 
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*Zynde die van Mart Luther, gelyk ook die op alle de volgende Epis- 
telen doch sommige, gelyk selfs dere Voorreeder, zyn aan ’t eynde een 
weinig verkort; en die van Jacobus en Judas geheel nyt gelaaten.’ 
(Boekzaal der niederduytsche Bybels 521.) 

In 1525 there appeared a translation of the Old Testament into 
Dutch. It was published in four small volumes at Antwerp. 
The Pentateuch and the Psalms were translated from Luther’s 
version, and it is singular that the historical books were not so 
also, since Luther’s translation of them was now available. The 
other books, however, were translated from the Delft edition of 
the Vulgate of 1477. The Prayer of Manasses is given at the 
end of 2 Chronicles. The rest of the Apocryphal books are 
given in the order and position they occupy in the Vulgate, with 
Jerome’s prefaces. At the end of Malachi we have the phrase 
‘Hier na sal volgen dboeck der Machabeorum’, but strangely 
none of these books is actually given in the text. A very curious 
thing about this Bible not previously noticed is that the con- 
cluding pages of volumes three and four are occupied with the 
royal arms of Henry the Eighth. What the explanation of this 
may be it is difficult to say, since in 1525 Henry was by no 
means friendly to schemes for Bible translation, and especially 
would a translation incorporating a part of Luther’s work be 
distasteful to him. The printers of this Bible were Christopher 
and Hans Van Roemundt. The former had to flee from Antwerp 
the same year for printing a Lutheran book. He came to 
England and got into trouble for disseminating Tindale’s New 
Testaments, and died in prison here in 1531. It may be that 
the addition of the English royal arms to this Bible was to 
facilitate its circulation in England. 

In 1526 there appeared another complete Bible in Dutch, pub- 
lished by Van Liesveldt. It was in two volumes divided into 
three parts. The first volume, from Genesis to Canticles inclusive, 
followed Luther’s translation, as did the New Testament. The 
second volume was also divided into three parts. The first 
contained the Prophets and Baruch, and the second the so- 
called Apocryphal books, and is headed ‘ De Boecken die van ’t 
Canon niet en syn, dats te weten, dye men by den Joden in 
t’ Hebreeusch niet en vyndt’. These are named ‘ derde en vierde 
Boek Esdre Thobias Judith Wysheyt Ecclesiasticus het xiii 
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en xiiii Cap. Daniels (welc niet in ᾿ς Ebreeusch, maer in Theodo- 
tionis ouersettinge staet) en de twee Boeken der Machabeer ’. 

This was apparently the first Bible in a modern vernacular in 
which the so-called Apocrypha were separated from the Canonical 
books and printed apart. The third part of this Bible consists 
of the New Testament, and follows the text and order of 
Luther. 

It thus came about that in Holland, as in Germany, Luther’s 
theory of the Bible Canon was accepted by a large section of 
the reformers. Let us turn to Scandinavia. In 1524 there 
was published a New Testament in Danish at Leipzig, which was 
translated by Mikkelsen. Inthis New Testament the Gospels and 
the Acts were translated from the Latin version of Erasmus, while 
the Epistles and the Revelation were taken from Luther’s New 
Testament, as were the general introduction and the introduc- 
tions to the several books, and, what is more important, the order 
of the New Testament books was adopted. This was followed in 
1526 by the first Swedish New Testament, which was published at 
Stockholm, and, while largely incorporating Luther’s text, also in- 
corporated his prefaces and adopted his order of the books. Thus 
Scandinavia (for Denmark then included Norway) was entirely 
committed to Luther’s theory of the New Testament Canon. 

Zwingli’s views as to the supreme authority of the Bible made 
him, like Luther, an early champion of translation into the 
vernacular of his native land. In this work he was assisted by 
his friends Leo. Judas, Pellicanus,! Caspar Grossman, and others. 
It was published in 1527-1529. In regard to such parts as had 
been translated by Luther, including the whole of the New 
Testament and the Old Testament from Genesis to Canticles, 
Zwingli’s Bible was mainly an edition of Luther’s text in Swiss 
German, with some emendations, This part of the Ziirich 
Bible occupied three volumes, the first of which is alone dated, 
namely, in 1527. Esther is placed between Chronicles and 


1 Pellicanus was probably the best scholar. He was indeed a remarkable 
Hebrew scholar for the time. He was born at Ruffach in Alsace in 1478, and 
learnt Hebrew from a Jew who had become a Franciscan friar, In 1519 he 
himself became the head of the Franciscan convent at Basle, secretly adhered to 
Luther until 1526, when he became professor of Hebrew at Zirich, where he 
died in 1566. He wrote on Hebrew grammar, &c. Courayer thinks Reuchlin was 
much helped by him, and he greatly aided in preparing the Zirich Bible. 
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Ezra in the list on the title-page, but in the text it duly follows 
Nehemiah. 

In addition to these books, Zwingli and his friends also trans- 
lated Luther’s text of the New Testament. And they not 
only followed Luther’s text, but what is more important for 
us to remember, they followed his treatment of the books, 
arranging their names in the table of contents in the same order 
as he does. The earlier books are successively numbered 
from I to XXIV, while the Epistle to the Hebrews and those of 
James and Jude, with the Apocalypse, are put at the end un- 
numbered and in a class by themselves, separated by a space 
from the rest, and are printed together in the text. The Epistle 
to the Hebrews (again following Luther’s plan) is not assigned 
to St Paul, while the Revelation is attributed to ‘Sant Joannis 
des Theologes’. 

It is therefore plain that Zwingli completely committed him- 
self to Luther’s theory as to the relative value of the New 
Testament books. 

In regard to those parts of the Old Testament not as yet 
translated by Luther, the Swiss translators had naturally to turn 
elsewhere. The fourth volume of the Ziirich Bible containing 
the Prophets was in part an original translation made by Zwingli, 
Pellicanus, and others. It is dated the 1st of March, 1529, and on 
its title-page we read ‘ durch die predicanten zu Ziirich inn Teusch 
vertolmatchet’. They call themselves in the introduction ‘ wir 
die diener des Evangelii der Statt Ziirich’, At the end of 
the volume we read * End aller Propheten so vel by den Ebreern 
unnd bey den Altern under Biblische geschrifft’. This phrase 
explicitly cuts the deutero-canonical books out of the Canon. 
The translation of the Apocrypha in this Bible formed its fifth 
volume. It was the work of Leo Judas, as we learn from the title- 
page, where we read: 


‘Diss sind die biicher die by den alté under Biblische geschrifft nit 
gezelt sind, auch (..y den Ebreern nit gefundenn. Neiiwlich widerumb 
durch Leo Jud verteiitschet.’ 


The titles of the books are given as follows :— 


‘I. Die zwey letsten biicher Ezra. 11. Tobias. III. Judith. 1111. 
Baruch. V. Das Biich der Weyssheit. VI. Der weyssman Ecclesias- 
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ticus. VII. Die zwey Biicher Machabaeorum. VIII. Die Histori von 
Susanah. IX. Die Histori vom Bel zii Babel.’ 


On the back of the title-page to this volume is the following 
Address to the Reader :— 


‘Gnad und frid dem Christelichen Laser. Dise bucher so hie den 
Biblisché angehenckt sind der meinung v6 uns getruckt nit das sy in 
ward un acht der der heiligen gschrifft gleych gehalten werden sdllind 
sunder das denen so auch liebe zii disen biicheren habend zelafen weder 
mangel noch klag ware und das ein yetlicher funde das im schmackte : 
dann ob schon dise biicher under die Biblischen heyliger schrifft biicher 
weder von den alten noch von uns gezelt sind doch vil ding darinn die 
Biblischer gschrifft dem glauben und liebe keins wags wider strabend ja 
auch etliche iren grund in Gottes wort findend. Darum habend wir 
dise zu gut gmeinem volck treiiwlich verteiitschet wiewol die exemplaria 
aus dené wir sy getolmetschet vast falsch ufi wirrig gewesen sind. Ye 
doch habend wir miiglichen fleyss ankert allen mangel ufi pristen 
zebesseren und zeersenen. Und das auss den examplarien die wir habéd: 
daii Ebreische (deren sich etlich riméd) habend wir nit gehept. Was 
arbeyt aber und méh wir geschluckt habind werdend die kénnen 
ermessen die das Griechisch ufi Latinisch das alt tolmetschen und 
unsers zesamen vergleychend. Desshalb bittend wir alle fromen Laser 
sy wollind alle ding in besten verston ufi auss liebe urteylen υἢ alles ir 
lasen zii Gottes lob und eer und seel heylrichten.’ 


Although only two books of Maccabees are mentioned in the list 
on the title-page of this edition of the Ziirich Bible, the third 
book is included in the text with the curious heading ‘ Das 
dritt biich Machabaeorum nach dem Graechischen (als der sibenzig 
spraachmeysteren edition vermag) recht tygenlich verteuschet’. 
This edition excludes the fragments of Esther, the Prayer of 
Azarias, the Song of the Three Children, and the Prayer of 
Manasses. On the other hand it includes the third and fourth 
books of Esdras. 


At the end of the volume containing the Apocrypha we read: 


‘End dieser Bucher, so geschrifft gemass doch nit als Biblisch, oder 
in gleychem ward bey den Hebreen gehaltend werdend. 

Etlich wenig menden die sich zu tragen habend in disem werck 
findest du hiernach verzeychnet.’ 


This being the theory of the Canon contained in the Ziirich 
Bible, it will be well to supplement it by an express statement of 
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the views held on the subject by Zwingli’s close friend and ally, 
Oecolampadius. 

Scultetus in his Annales Evangelii describes how the deputies 
of the Waldenses went in 1530 to Basle to consult Oecolampadius 
about the affairs of their Church. Occolampadius deemed the 
matter too important to be decided at an interview and asked 
them to write down their case. The document was preserved 
among his papers.. In this document they incorporated their 
creed, and inter alia they asked : 


‘ Qui sacree Scripture in utroque Testamento sint veri libri, ut dicunt, 
Canonici, etiam que ad horum declarationem essent nobis, ad 
nostramque & plebis utilitatem volumina emenda.’ (of. cit. ii 305.) 

To this Oecolampadius replied in writing. He said inter alia: 

‘In Canonicis scripturis annumeramus quinque libros Mosis, Josuae, 
Judicum, Ruth, quatuor libros Regum, duos Paralipomenon, unum 
Esdrae, unum Neémie: & hi quidem historici sunt. Job, Psalterium, 
Parabolas, Cantica & Ecclesiasten Salomonis: Esaiam, Hieremiam, 
Ezechielem, Danielem: & duodecim Prophetas juniores, Hoseam, 
Joélem, Amos, Abdiam, Jonam, Micheam, Naum, Abakuk, Sophoniam, 
Aggeum, Zachariam, ἃ Malachiam, ut Scripturas a Spiritu sancto 
inspiratas habemus. Judith, Tobiam, Ecclesiasticum, Baruch, duos 
ultimos Esdrz, tres libros Machabzeorum, duo capita ultima Danielis, 
non contemnimus : sed non divinam cum ceteris illis autoritatem damus. 
In novo Testamento quatuor Evangelia cum Actis Apostolorum & 
quatuor decim Epistolis Pauli & septem catholicis, una cum Apocalypsi 
recipimus : tametsi Apocalypsim cum epistola Jacobi et Judae & ultima 
Petri, ac duabus posterioribus Joannis, non cum ceteris conferamus.’ 
(i. 313 and 314.) 


This is the most explicit statement on the part of any of the 
early reformers except Karlstadt as to what the Canon was 
deemed by them to be, and it doubtless covers, at all events, 
the position of the Ziirich Church. It will be noticed that the 
fragments of Esther, the Prayer of Azarias, the Benedicite, and 
the Prayer of Manasses are not mentioned in the Old Testament, 
nor the Epistle to the Hebrews in the New Testament. 

Let us now revert once more to Lefevre. In 1528 there ap- 
peared his French translation of the Pentateuch, and in 1530 that 
of the whole Bible, a most famous book, because it was the 
foundation upon which all future French Bibles were built up 
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It was styled on the title-page ‘ La saincte Bible en Francoys, 
translatee selon la pure et entiere traduction de sainct Hierome, 
conferee et entierement reuisitee, selon les plus anciens et plus 
correctz exemplaires’. It was published anonymously at Ant- 
werp, and was printed with the imperial privilege of Charles, 
Emperor of the Romans, King of Castille, &c., i.e. Charles 
the Fifth, who had caused it to be translated into French. It 
was approved by the Inquisitor and others of the theological 
faculty of Louvain, and was especially authorized by the Emperor 
and his Council. 

In the Preface headed ‘ Prologue de tous les liures de la Saincte 
escripture, & de ceulx qui les ont mis par escript’, we read that 
the Old Testament, according to the most common division, 
consists of four parts. The first contains the books of the law: 

‘Lesquelz (selon les docteurs des Hebrieux) Moyses a mis par 


escript, exceptez huyt vers en la fin du Deuteronome comméceans: Et 
la mourut Moyses seruiteur, & cetera, iusques en la fin du liure.’ 


In regard to the books in the second division he says : 
* Desquelz Iosue a escript son liure, & les huyt vers de la loy derniers. 


Samuel a escript les Iuges, Ruth, le premier, & le second liure des Roix. 
Ieremias a escript le troiziesme & le quattriesme liure des Roix. Esdras a 
escript les deux de Paralipomenon, & les deux premiers liures du dict 
Esdras. Les homes de la grande Sinagogue ont escript Hester. Moyses 
a escript le liure de Iob. Il nest pas trouue qui aient escript les 
autres.’ 


Of the books of the third class he says: 

‘ Desqlz Esaie a escript les trois premiers (i.e. Proverbs, Eccle- 
siastes, and Canticles). Le liure de Sapiéce est escript selon les Juifz 
par Philo. Lecclesiastique a este faict par Iesu filz de Syrach.’ 


Of the fourth part he says : 


‘ Desquelz Dauid & dix prophetes ont escript les pseaulmes. Esaias 
a escript son liure. Ieremias a escript son liure, & les Trenes. Les hées 
de la grade Synagogue ont escript Hezechiel, & Daniel auec les douze 
petis Prophetes, ascauoir, Oseas, Ioel, & ce. €€ Parquoy entre tous les 
liures dessus dictz aucuns sont que lon ne trouue pas en Hebrieu, ou qui 
ne sont point liures Canoniques: lesquelz toutesfois pour la bonne 
doctrine ἃ Prophetie ἃ est trouuee en eulx, sont receus & approuuez 
de leglise. Comme le troiziesme & quattriesme liures de Esdras, 
Tobias, Iudith, Sapience, Lecclesiastique, Baruch, & les deux liures des 
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Machabees, dont le premier est trouue en Hebrieu. Et sont iceulx 
liures appellez Apocryphes, cest adire, desquelz lautheur est incongneu.’ 


In regard to the New Testament books, the Epistle to the 
Hebrews is assigned to St Paul, while of the Apocalypse we 
read, ‘Lapocalipse ou reuelation de Sainct Fean dict Theolo- 
gien ou Evangelist.’ 

The chapters are headed with explanatory paragraphs. At 
the end of 2 Chronicles we have the prayer of Manasses, 
headed with the words ‘ Loraison de Manasses roy de Iuda, ou 
sa confesse: quant il estoit detenu prisonnier en Babilone, pour 
ses maulx, fort conuenable a tous penités: laquelle toutesfois 
nest pas en Hebrieu, & nest pas du texte de la Bible’. 
The third book of Esdras is headed ‘ Le troiziesme liure de 
Esdras le Prophete’. The fourth is headed ‘ Le quattriesme liure 
de Esdras, lequel ne contient fors Gq aucunes visions’. Judith is 
headed ‘ Le liure de Iudith traduict de la langue Chaldaique ’. 

The fragments of Esther separated by Jerome are printed at 
the end of the book, with the heading ‘ Autre exéple dunes lettres 
qui ne sont trouuees en Hebrieu...’. Wisdom is headed ‘Le 
liure de Sapience nest trouue nulle part vers les Hebrieux : 
aussy le laguage ensuyt mieulx leloquéce des Grecz. Les Iuifs 
afferment iceluy estre faict par Philo: lequel est appelle Sapience, 
pour ce q en iceluy est exprimee la venue de Christ, qui est la 
sapience du pere: & aussy sa passion’. Jeremiah is followed 
by Lamentations headed ‘ Les Threnes, ou les lamentations de 
Ieremie, qui sont appellees en Hebrieu Cinnoth’. Of Lamenta- 
tions the Prayer of Jeremiah forms the fifth chapter. Then follows 
Baruch, headed ‘ Sainct Hierome. @ Le liure icy ἃ est appelle Ba- 
ruch, nest pas trouue entre les escriptures canonigs des Hebrieux : 
mais en la cOmune edition: semblablement lepistre de Ieremias. 
Mais po™ donner cdgnoissance a ceulx ἃ le lysent sont ilz icy 
escriptz : pource quilz annoncent pluseieurs choses de Christ, & 
de des derniers temps’. At the close of the seventh chapter of 
Daniel we read: ‘Hierome. Jusgs icy lisons nous Daniel, au 
volume des Hebrieux : tout ce ἃ sensuyt, iusques en la fin du 
lure est traslate de ledition de Theodotid.’ 

Another edition of this Bible was published in 1534, and it was 
greatly changed in some respects, having a large number of 
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additional marginal notes, &c. In the prologue it is claimed 
that in this second edition a great many improvements are 
introduced in the translation. In it a special table of the 
books occurs, in which the so-called Apocryphal books are 
distinguished by having their titles set back. Although the 
Prayer of Manasses is not named in this list, nor Lamentations 
and the Epistle of Jeremy, these books are duly contained in the 
text. 

Simon, in regard to this translation, which in a note in a copy 
in the British Museum he unhesitatingly attributes to Lefévre, 
says of him: 


‘Lefevre parloit le langage des protestans d’Alemagne avec lesquels 
il avoit des grandes liaisons, et qui vouloient qu’on lut dans les eglises 
Yecriture sainte en langue vulgaire, en un mot il tendoit a introduire la 
Reforme en France.’ (Bibliotheque Critique, lettre 15, p. 112, tome A.) 


In spite of this fact, his Antwerp Bible, as we have seen, was 
brought out under the most orthodox auspices. 

In 1530 there appeared a new edition of the Ziirich Bible, 
with corrections, in one volume, in which the so-called Apocryphal 
books are printed at the end of the New Testament, and thus 
still more separated from their original position. In this edition 
the Third of Maccabees is duly entered in the table of contents 
and included inthe text, but the other omissions above described 
are still maintained. 

The following year another edition appeared with an introduc- 
tion which Dr Nestle assigns to the pen of Zwingli himself. In 
this address we are told the books from Job to Canticles had 
been retranslated by the Ziirich pastors. The initial list of 
Bible books in this edition is arranged not according to their 
order in the text, but alphabetically. In it the so-called additions 
to Esther occur for the first time in the Ziirich Bible. They are 
entered as Das ander biich Ester, and the double entry is duplicated 
again under Hester. In the text these fragments of Esther are 
put among the Apocrypha, next to Judith, and thus entirely 
separated from the main text of the book, with the heading 
‘ Dises sind die Capitel die im Buch Hester in Hebreischem Text 
und Biblischer gschrifft nit gefunden werdend Doch habends 
die Griechischen Tolmetschen auch die Latiner desshalb wir sy 
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auch hienaach inn Tiitsch habend wéillen setzen das niemants 
nichts mangle’. 

In Zwingli’s preface already named, the so-called Apocryphal 
books are thus referred to: 


‘Dise biicher sind mit den biicheren, der ersten ordnung nit in 
gleycher acht. Dann ob gleych vil waars unnd nutzbars (das zi 
fromkeyt des labens unnd erberkeyt dienet darinnen finden wirdt so sind 
doch nit alle ding so aussgestochen unnd lauter als in den vorgemiilten. 
Ein bild unnd angesicht wirdt vil haller unnd eigentlicher in einem 
spiegelglass gesahen dann in einem wasser unnd in einem lauteren 
stillen wasser vil bass dann in einem betriibten unnd bewegten. Es 
mischet sich in denen biicheren offt vil eyn das sich der lauteren 
waarheyt nit wil zum gnéuwesten angestalten das fablen gleycher sicht. 
Jedoch wollend wir nichts verachtet haben daraus giits unnd nutzes 
gezogen mag werden. Es sol das gut dess bésen nit entgelten unnd sol 
der kaarn mit den spriiweren nit hingeworffen sonder auss den spriiweren 
gelasen unnd abgesiinderet werden. Der laser sol thiin als das Bynlin 
das das best auss allen bliimen saugt unnd zeiicht und die reynen thier 
essend niit unreynes sonder scheydend unnd siinderend das unreyn ab 
das giit brauchend sy inen zur speyss. Bewiarend alle ding spricht Paulus 
was giit ist das nemmend an. Deshalb habend wir sy auch willen 
trucken das hieran niemants keynen mangel noch klag hette unnd ein 
yetlicher funde das seynem mangen liebete. Nun ists an dem das wir 
zum kurtsesten unnd in einer gmeyn anzeygind was in den biicheren 
dess alten Testaments gehandlet werde.’ 


In this Bible the so-called A pocryphal books follow immediately 
after Esther and complete the first volume. The second volume 
begins with Job and ends with Revelation, the last four books of 
the New Testament still following Luther’s order. The third 
book of Esdras, which is the first of the so-called Apocryphal 
books, is headed ‘ Diss sind die bucher die bey den alten unnder 
Biblische geschrifft nit gezelt sind ouch bey den Ebreern nit 
gefunden’. The books are given in the following order: ‘ Das 
dritt Buch Esdre. Das Vierdt Buch Esdre. Das Buch der 
Weyssheit. Das buch Ecclesiasticus das man nennen mag die 
weysen Spriich Jesu des suns Sirach. Das buch Tobie. Der 
Prophet Baruch. Das buch das Judith heiszt. Das buch Hester — 
(i.e. the fragments with the heading previously cited). Das Erst, 
das ander and das dritt buch Machabeorum respectively. Die 
schén histori Susannah, &c. Die histori vom Bild χὰ Babel, 
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vom Beel genafit’; concluding with the words: ‘ End dess ersten 
teyls des Alten Testaments mit Sampt den Biichern der gschrifft 
doch nit als Biblisch oder in gleychem werd bey den Hebreern 
gehalten werdend’, &c. The Song of the Three Children, the 
Prayer of Azarias, with the Prayer of Manasses, are still wanting 
in this Ziirich Bible, which was published in 1531. 

Zwingli was killed on October the 11th, 1531, at the battle of 
Cappel, and Oecolampadius, his friend and ally, died at Basle of 
the plague on December the Ist following. 

Zwingli was succeeded at Ziirich by Bullinger, and Oecolam- 
padius at Basle by Myconius. 

In 1529 there appeared at Wittenberg a Latin translation of 
Luther’s Bible, as far as it had then been printed, i. e. of the Old 
Testament, Pentateuch-Kings, and the New Testament, with the 
books in the latter arranged in Luther’s order. 

In 1532 there appeared a revised version of Liesveldt’s 
Dutch Bible, in which the prophetical books were translated 
from Luther’s text. Luther’s translation of the prophets came 
out that year. 

In the table of contents at the beginning of this edition, after 
2 Esther, we have the 3rd and 4th books of Esdras, Tobit, Judith, 
Hester, Job, . . . Ecclesiastes, Ecclesiasticus, Canticles, Wisdom, 
the Prophets, the two books of Maccabees, the Story of Bel, and 
that of Susanna. The Prayer of Manasses is printed after 
Chronicles. The fragments of Esther are put at the end of the 
book, with an explanatory preface. Baruch is put after Lamenta- 
tions, with a preface. The Prayer of Azarias and the Song of the ὁ 
Three Children are omitted. While the New Testament books 
in the initial list are given in the old order; in the text they follow 
Luther’s: the Epistle to the Hebrews is not assigned to Paul, 
but merely headed ‘ di Epistel tol den Hebreen’; James’s Epistle 
is headed ‘Sint Jacobs Epistel’, Jude’s ‘die Epistel van Judas 
Thade’; while the Apocalypse is assigned to John the Theo- 
logian. 

In 1534 there appeared three remarkable Bibles. One pub- 
lished by Egenolph at Frankfort was a new edition of the German 
Bible. In this edition it would appear that all that had been 
translated up to this time by Luther was incorporated, including 
his translation of Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus, and 1 Maccabees. The 
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rest of the so-called Apocrypha was taken over from Leo Judas’s 
translation already named. The woodcuts in this Bible are sup- 
posed to be those which were used in Coverdale’s Bible of 1535. 
The so-called Apocrypha are printed after Malachi, with a special 
title-page, and inscribed ‘Apocrypha: Die Bucher so bei den 
alten under die Biblische geschrifft nit gezilet sind Auch bei den 
Hebreern nit gefunden’. Baruch is put among the Apocryphal 
books, and not with Jeremiah. The additions to Esther are 
entitled in the list of books ‘ Siben Capitel Hesta’. Three books 
of Maccabees are given, but neither the Prayer of Azarias, nor 
the Song of the Three Children, nor the Prayer of Manasses. 
Luther’s arrangement is followed in the New Testament. 

A second notable work which was published this year was the 
first translation of the Bible into the Low German dialect, or 
Platt Deutsch of North Germany. This was the work of Bugen- 
hagen, and was published at Lubeck. It was entitled, ‘ Die 
Biblie uth der uthlegginge Doctoris Martini Luthers yn dyth 
diidesche vlitich uthgesettet’, and introduced Luther’s Bible 
theories among: the Lutherans of North Germany. 

The third Bible, which was the most famous of all, was the 
first complete edition of Luther’s own Bible, and included his first 
translation of the so-called Apocrypha as a whole. Previously 
he had only published certain detached books. It is noteworthy 
that in its contents it did not exactly follow the table of books 
which he had published in his Pentateuch, and neither the third 
nor the fourth book of Esdras is contained in it. He did not 
therefore follow the example of the Ziirich Bible, which did 
contain these books. He thus emphasized the difficulty created 
by the subjective method of discriminating the Canonicity of 
the books, and, by his own practice, admitted that among the 
Reformers there was dissension as to the very keystone of 
their position, i.e. as to what were the legitimate contents of 
the Bible. 

To each of the so-called Apocryphal books Luther affixes in 
this edition an explanatory preface, so that we can ascertain his 
exact views about each of them. Thus, of Judith he says: 

‘Wo man die geschichte Judith kundte aus bewereten gewissen 
Historien beweisen, so were es ein eddel feines Buch, das auch billich 
jnn der Biblien sein solt, Aber es wil sich schwerlich reimen mit den 
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Historien der heiligen Schrifft, sonderlich mit Jeremia vnd Esra, welche 
anzeigen, wie Jerusalem vnd das gantze land verstéret gewest, und darnach 
kiimmerlich widder erbawet worden sind, zu der zeit der Persen 
Monarchia, welches alles land jnnen hatten umbver.’ 


He shews, with Philo, that the scene of the story was clearly 
laid in the days after the Captivity, when the Jews 


‘wedder Tempel noch Jerusalem erbawet noch Regiment hatten, Bleibt 
also der jrthum vnd zweiuel beide der gezeiten vnd namen, das ichs 
nirgent kan zu samen reimen’ ; 

and he continues : 


‘ Etliche wéllen, Es sey kein geschicht, sondern ein geistlich schéne 
geticht, eines heiligen geistreichen mans, der darinn hab wéllen malen 
vnd furbilden, des gantzen Judischen volcks gliick vnd sieg, widder alle 
jre feinde von Gott allezeit wunderbarlich verlihen.’ 


He explains the names of the chief actors as having an etymo- 
logical meaning. Thus Judith the Widow represents, he contends, 
the widowed Judaea ; Holofernes, he argues, means ‘ Prophanus 
dux vel gubernator’, and personifies the enemies of the Jews; 
while Bethulia, he says, means a ‘ maiden’. 

‘anzuzeigen, das zu der zeit die gleubigen fromen Jiiden, sind die reine 
jungfraw gewest, on alle Abgétterey vnd vnglauben. . .’ 

He closes the preface with the words: 


‘Als ein lied auff solch spiel, welchs desselben Buchs wol mag ein 
gemein Exempel heissen.’ 


In regard to the Wisdom of Solomon he says : 


‘Das Buch ist lang im zang gestanden, obs vnter die Biicher der 
heiligen Schrifft, des alten Testament zu rechen sein solt, odder nicht. 
Sonderlich weil der Tichter seit héren lesst im neunden Capitel, als 
redet jnn diesem gantzen Buch der Konig Salomon, welcher auch von 
der weisheit, im Buch der Kénige hoch gerhiimet wird. Aber die alten 
Veter habens stracks aus der heiligen Schrifft gesondert und gehalten, 
Es sey vnter der person des Kéniges Salomon gemacht. . . . Sie halten 
aber, Es solle Philo dieses Buchs meister sein, welcher on zweiuel der aller 
gelertesten, vnd weisesten Jiiden einer gewest ist, so das Jiidisch volck 
nach den Propheten gehabt hat, wie er das mit andern Biichern vnd 
thaten beweiset hat.’ 

He goes on to describe Philo’s visit to Caligula at the instance 
of the Jews, and continues : 

‘ Aus solchem grund vnd vrsache diinckt mich, sey dis Buch geflossen, 
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das Philo, die weil seine vnd der Jiiden sache vnd recht nicht hat miigen 
stat finden fur dem Keiser, wendet er sich zu Gott, vnd drewet den 
gewaltigen, vnd bésen meulern, mit gottes gericht. . . Aber hernachmals 
ist dis Buch von vielen, fur ein recht Buch der heiligen Schrifft gehalten, 
sonderlich aber jnn der Rémischen kirchen, also hoch und schon 
gehalten, das freilich kaum aus einem Buch jnn der Schrifft, so viel 
gesanges gemacht ist, als aus diesem, Villeicht aus der vrsache weil jnn 
diesem Buch die Tyrannen so hefftig mit worten gestraffet vnd ange- 
griffen, widderumb die Heiligen und Merterer so héchlich getréstet 
werden, Vnd zu Rom die Christen mehr denn sonst jnn aller welt, 
verfolget vnd gemarteret wurden, haben sie dis Buch am meisten 
getrieben. .. .᾽ 


He especially emphasizes the importance of its teaching : 


‘Das die weltlichen Oberherrn, jre gewalt von Gott haben, vnd Gottes 
Ampt leute seien. . . .’ 


and concludes : 


‘ Zu letzt ist dis Buch ein rechte auslegunge, vnd exempel des ersten 
Gebots.’ 


In regard to the book of Tobit : 


‘ Was von dem Buch Judith gesagt ist, das mag man auch von diesem 
Buch Tobia sagen, Ists ein geschicht, so ists ein fein heilig geschicht, 
Ists aber ein geticht, so ists warlich auch ein recht schén, heilsam, niitzlich 
geticht vnd spiel, eins geistreichen Poeten. Vnd ist zuuermuten, das 
solcher schéner geticht vnd spiel, bey den Jiiden viel gewest sind, darinn 
sie sich auff jre Feste vnd Sabbath geiibt, vnd der jugent also mit lust, 
Gottes wort vnd werck eingebildet haben. ... Denn Judith gibt eine 
gute, ernste, dapffere Tragedien. So gibt Tobias eine feine liebliche, 
Gottselige Comedien.’ 


He explains the names as having a punning sense : 


‘Denn Tobias heisst ein from man, der zeugt auch widder einen 
Tobias. . . . Nanna heisst, holdselig, das ist, eine liebe hausfraw. .. . Der 
Teufel Asmodes, heisst, ein vertilger odder verderber, das ist der 
Hausteuffel, der alles hindert vnd verderbet . . . So ist der Engel Raphael 
(das ist) Artzt odder gesundmacher auch da, vnd nennet sich Asaria 
das ist, Hélffer odder beistand, des grossen Asaria son, das ist, Gottes 
des Héhesten beistand, gesandter odder bote. . .. Darumb ist das Buch 
vns Christen auch niitzlich vnd gut zu lesen, als eines feinen Ebreischen 
Poeten, der kein leichtfertige, sondern die rechten sachen handelt, vnd 
aus der massen Christlich treibt vnd beschreibt. nd auff solch Buch 
gehéret billich der Jesus Syrach, als der ein rechter Lerer vnd tréster ist, 
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des gemeinen mans vnd Hausuaters jnn allen sachen, Vnd Tobias eben 
solchs Buchs ein Exempel.’ 


In his preface to the book of Jesus Syrach, Luther says : 


‘Das buch ist bisher genant im latin Ecclesiasticus, welchs sie haben 
verdeudscht, Die geistliche zucht, Vnd ist fast wol getrieben vnd 
gebraucht jnn den Kirchen, mit lesen, singen vnd predigen, aber mit 
wenigem verstand vnd nutz, on das es hat miissen, der geistlichen stand 
vnd Kirchen geprenge rhiimen. .. . Wie auch Mose, Josue, Esaie vnd 
aller Propheten biicher, nach jren meistern heissen. Vnd ist von den 
alten Vetern nicht jnn der zal der heiligen Schrifft, sondern als sonst 
ein gut fein buch eines Weisen mans, gehalten, da bey wirs auch lassen 
bleiben. 

‘ Es diinckt vns aber weil er selbs jnn der vorrhede bekennet, Er sey zu 
des Kéniges Euergetis zeiten jnn Egypten komen, vnd da selbs dis Buch 
volendet (welchs sein gros vater hatte zuuor angefangen) das er habe aus 
vielen Biichern zu samen gelesen das beste, so er funden hat, sonderlich 
weil jnn Egypten eine késtliche Librarey war, durch Euergetis vater den 
K6nig Philadelphon zugericht, das zu der zeit, beide Biicher vnd gelerte 
leute inn grossen ehren waren, vnd aus allen landen, als jnn eine grosse 
hohe Schule zu schlugen, sonderlich aus Griechen land, dazu auch die 
Jiiden einen Tempel dasels baweten, vnd Gottes dienst auffrichten. 

‘Solchs zeigt auch an, das jnn diesem Buch, nicht ordenlich ein stiick 
auff das ander gefasset ist, als eines meisters werck, sondern aus man- 
cherley meistern vnd Biichern gezogen, vnd durch einander gemenget, 
wie eine biene aus mancherley blumen, jr sefftlin seuget, νη jnn einander 
menget, Vnd scheinet, das dieser Jesus Syrach, sey gewest aus dem 
KOniglichem stam Dauids, vnd ein neff odder enckel Amos Syrach, 
welcher der Oberst Fiirst gewesen ist, im hause Juda, wie man aus Philone 
mag nemen, vnd die zwey hundert iar vor Christ geburt, ongefehr bey 
der Maccabeer zeit. 

‘Es ist ein niitzlich buch, fur den gemeinen man, Denn auch alle sein 
vieis ist, das er einen burger odder Hausuater Gottfiirchtig, from vnd 
klug mache, wie er sich gegen Gott, Gottes wort, Priestern, Eltern, 
weib, kindern, eigen leib, giiter, knechten, nachbarn, freunden, feinden, 
Oberkeit, vnd jederman, halten sol, das mans wol mécht nennen, Ein 
Buch von der Hauszucht, odder von tugenden eines fromen hausherrn, 
welchs auch die rechte geistliche zucht ist, vnd heissen solt. 

‘Was vns aber fur erbeit gestanden hat, dis Buch zuuerdeudschen 
Wer das zu wissen begerd, der mag vnser deudsch, gegen alle ander, 
exemplar halten, beide, Griechischer Latinischer vnd Deudscher 
sprachen, sie sind alt odder newe, so sol das werck den meistern wol 
zeugnis geben, Es sind so viel Kliigling jnn allen sprachen vber dis 


BIBLICAL CANON OF CONTINENTAL REFORMERS 219 


Buch komen, das nicht wunder were, weil, on das alle ding drinnen von 
seinem anfang, nicht jnn der ordnung gefasset gewest sind, das es gantz 
vnd gar, vnkendlich vnuerstendlich, vnd aller ding vntiichtig worden 
were,...” 


In his preface to Baruch, Luther says : 


‘Seer geringe ist dis buch, wer auch der gute Baruch ist, Denn es 
nicht gleublich ist das Sanct Jeremias diener, der auch Baruch heisst 
(dem auch diese Epistel zugemessen wird) nicht solt héher vnd reicher 
im geist sein, weder dieser Baruch ist. Trifft dazu die zal der jar, mit den 
Historien nicht ein, Das ich gar nahe, in hette mit dem dritten vnd vierden 
buch Esra lassen hin streichen, Denn die selben zwey biicher Esra, 
haben wir schlechts nicht wollen verdeudschen, weil so gar nichts 
drinnen ist, das man nicht viel besser in Esopo, oder noch geringern 
biichern kan finden, on das im vierden buch dazu eitel trewme sind, wie 
S. Hieronymus zwar selbst sagt, vnd Lyra nicht hat wéllen auslegen, 
dazu im Griechischen nicht funden werden, Es sol vnd mag sie sonst 
verdolmetchen wer da wil, doch jnn dieser biicher zal nicht mengen, 
Baruch lassen wir mit lauffen vnter diesem hauffen, weil er wider 
die Abgétterey so hart schreibt vnd Moses Gesetz furhellt.’ 


The preface to Luther’s translation of the First book of Mac- 
cabees says: 


‘ Das Buch ist auch der eins, die man nicht jnn die Ebreischen Biblien 
zelet, wie wol es fast eine gleiche weise helt mit reden vnd worten, wie 
andere der heiligen Schrifft Biicher, Vnd nicht vnwirdig gewest were, 
hinein zu rechen, weil es seer ein nétig vnd niitzlich Buch ist, zuverstehen 
den Propheten Daniel im eilfften Capitel.’ 


Having shewn how important its statements are for under- 
standing the prophecies of Daniel, he adds: 


‘ Der halben es vns Christen auch niitzlich ist zu lesen vnd zu wissen. 
. .. Zum andern, Das wir vns auch des trésten, das er jhenen hilfft, nicht 
allein wider den Antiochum vnd die Heiden, sondern auch wider die 
Verrheter vnd abtriinnige Jiiden, die sich zun Heiden schlugen, vnd 
hulffen jr eigen volck, jre Briider, verfolgen, tédten, vnd alles hertzeleid 
anlegen. .. .’ 


The preface to the Second of Maccabees says : 


‘ Dis heisst vnd sol sein das Ander Buch Maccabeorum, wie der titel 
anzeigt, Aber das kan nicht recht sein, weil es etliche geschicht meldet, 
die vor des ersten buchs geschichten geschehen sind, vnd nicht weiter 
kompt, denn auff den Juda Maccabeum, das ist, bis, inn das siebende 
Capitel des ersten buchs, ‘ Das es billicher das erst defi das ander solt 
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heissen, Man wolt es denn heissen, Ein anders buch, vnd nicht das 
ander buch Maccabeorum, Alium vel alienum scilicet non secundum, 
Aber wir lassens so mit hin gehen umb der schénen geschicht willen 
der, sieben Merterer Maccabeorum vnd jrer mutter, vnd anderer 
mehr stiicken, Es sihet aber, als sey es nicht ein Meister gewest, 
sondern zu samen geflickt aus vielen biichern, Hat auch einen harten 
knoten im vierzehenden Capitel, an dem Rasias der sich selbs 
erwiirgete, welchs auch Sanct Augustinus vnd die altern Veter ansicht, 
Denn solch exempel taug nicht, vnd ist nicht zu loben, obs gleich 
geduldet vnd wol aus gelegt mag werden, So beschreibts auch den 
tod Antiochi im ersten Capitel gar anders, denn das erste buch thut 
Summa, so billich das erste buch solt jnn die zal der Heiligen Schrifft 
genomen sein, so billich ist dis ander buch heraus geworffen, ob wol 
etwas guts drinnen stehet, Es sey aber alles dem fromen Leser befolhen 
vnd heimgestellet, zu vrteilen vnd erkennen.’ 


Of the fragments of Esther and Daniel, Luther says, in a para- 
graph at the end of the Second of Maccabees : 


‘ Hje folgen etlich stiicke, so wir im Propheten Daniel vnd im buch 
Esther nicht haben wollen verdeudschen, Denn wir haben solche korn- 
blumen (weil sie im Ebreischen Daniel vnd Esther nicht stehen) 
ausgeraufft, vnd doch, das sie nicht verdérben, hie jnn sonderliche wurtz- 
gertlin oder bete gesetzt, weil dennoch, viel guts, vnd sonderlich der lobe- 
sang, Benedicite, drinnen funden wird. Aber der Text Susanne, des Beel 
Abacuc und Drachens, sihet auch schénen, geistlichen getichten gleich, 
wie Judith vnd Tobias, Denn die namen lauten auch dazu, Als Susanna 
heisst eine Rosen, das ist, ein schén from land vnd volck, oder armer 
hauffe vnter den dornen, Daniel heisst ein Richter, vnd so fort an, ist 
alles leichtlich zu deuten auff eine Policey, economey oder fromen 
hauffen der gleubigen, es sey vmb die geschicht wie es kan.’ 


The Prayer of Manasses is printed at the end of the Song of 
the Three Children, without preface or comment. I havealready 
in the previous paper discussed the prefaces to the four books of 
the New Testament which Luther treated with such despite. 

In 1535 a New Testament, in which the table of contents to 
the text follows the order and headings of Luther, was published 
at Augsburg. 

We now reach the time when Coverdale was preparing his 
English Bible. A great deal has been written on the texts from 
which he took his translation, and the matter is not yet finally 
settled. On the title-page of the first issue of Coverdale’s first 
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edition of the English Bible, he claims to have translated the Old 
and New Testament ‘ out of Douche and Latyn in to Englishe’. 
In the second issue of this first edition, the original title-page, of 
which only one copy is extant, was cancelled, and in the substi- 
tuted one the words ‘ out of Douche and Latyne’ were omitted, 
probably to disarm suspicion that it might be a Lutheran docu- 
ment. The date 1536 was also substituted for 1535. In the 
Apologue addressed to the Christian reader, Coverdale says : 


‘I have had sundry translations, not only in Latin but also of the 
Dutch interpreters, whom (because of their singular giftes and special 
diligence in the Bible) I have been the more glad to follow for the most 
part according as I was required . . . lowly and faithfully have I followed 
mine interpreters.’ 

In the dedication to the King, Coverdale says more definitely : 


*I have with a clear conscience purely and faithfully translated this 
out of five sundry interpreters,’ &c. 


It has been generally held that the five interpreters referred to 
by Coverdale in this dedication were the Zurich Bible, Luther’s 
translations so far as available, the Latin version of the Dominican 
Pagnini,the Vulgate, and those parts of the Bible which had been 
translated by Tindale, and that substantially it followed Zwingli’s 
Ziirich Bible of 1531. This view was strongly maintained by 
Dr. Ginsburg in Kitto’s Encyclopaedia i 568, and Dr. Westcott ; 
and it has been urged, probably on the ground of the language 
and phraseology used, which Dr. Ginsburg declares are alike in 
both, and partly on the ground that the type used in Coverdale’s 
is said to resemble that of Froschover, employed in the Ziirich 
Bible. It is, at all events, rather remarkable that the Third book 
of Maccabees, which is contained in the Ziirich Bible, should be 
absent from Coverdale’s. Perhaps he relied here on the majority 
of the Vulgate copies. His initial phrase about the so-called 
Apocrypha certainly seems a translation of that used in the 
Ziirich Bible. It is remarkable that the engravings in Coverdale’s 
Bible are the same as those in Egenolph’s Frankfort Bible of 1534. 

Let us now return to the French Bible. Peter Robert, 
a native of Noyon in Picardy, and known as Olivetan, was a 
relative of Calvin’s. He was a private tutor at Geneva, and there 
came into contact with the Waldenses, at whose instance he 
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undertook a new translation of the Bible into French. The New 
Testament appeared in 1534, and the Old in February 1535, at 
Neuchatel, and was published by Peter de Wingle. Graf says it 
is a mere edition of Lefévre’s Bible with a few corrections from 
Pagnini’s Bible of 1528, from that of Erasmus, and from the 
marginal notes in the Antwerp Bible of 1534. Olivetan’s Bible 
was preceded by an address from Calvin to all Czsars, kings, 
princes, &c., which was written in Latin. Calvin seems to have 
had little to do, however, with the translation. The translator 
himself follows Calvin’s address with one of his own, headed, 
‘P. Robert Oliuetanus Ihumble & petit Translateur, a Leglise 
de Jesus Christ.’ This is again followed by the Apology of the 
translator, which is a scholarly document, considering it was written 
in 1535, and proves him to have been a Hebrew scholar. It is 
followed by another strangely headed address: ‘Cv. F. L.a nostre 
allie & confedere le peuple de lalliance de Sinai, which ends 
with the words ‘ Gloire & honneur & paix a ung chascun qui fera 
bien au Juif, premierement, aussi au Grec’. 

In the table of contents, the books of the Hebrew Canon are 
set out in order. Then follows the heading, Les Apocryphes. 
Each book has the number of chapters it contains and the folio 
on which it commences. They run thus: III Ezra, IIIJ Ezra, 
Tobiah ou Tobie, Jehudith ou Judith, Sapience, Jesua ou Eccle- 
siasticque, Baruch avec Lepitre de Jeremiah, I Machabees, 
II Machabees, Lhistoire de Esther ch. vii etc., Canticque des troys 
enfans en la fournaise, Lhistoire de Susanne, De lidole Be] & du 
Dragon, Loraison de Manasseh; so that the only book of the 
generally accepted Apocrypha missing is the Third of Maccabees. 
The so-called Apocrypha have a special title-page, entitled : 


‘4 Le volume de tous les liures Apocryphes, contenus en la translation 
commune, lesquelz nauons point trouvez en Ebrieu ny en Chaldee. 

“41 Item, une epistre de lauthorite di ceulx, selon Eusebe et sainct 
Hierosme : auec le registre de leurs noms, en la page suyuante.’ 


Then follows this address : 


‘ Aux fideles lecteurs. Attendu que les liures precedés se trouuent 
en langue Ebraicque receuz dung chascun, & que les autres ensuyuas 
qui sont dictz Apocryphes (pourtat qui souloiét estre leuz non en publicq 
& cOmun, mais céme en secret & a part) ne se trouuent ny en Ebrieu 
ny en Chaldee, ausquelles langues iadis ont este escritz (fors a laduéture 
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le liure de Sapiéce) dont maintenat grade difficulte seroit a les restituer, 
Et que aussi ne sont point receuz ny tenus cdme legitimes tat des Ebrieux 
que de toute leglise, ainsi ἃ refere sainct Hierosme: nous les auds 
separez & reduictz a part pour les mieulx discerner & cdgnoistre : affin 
ἃ lon sache desquelz le tesmonnage doivt estre receu, ou non. Car 
ledict saint Hierosme parlant du liure de Jehudith (qui est Apocryphe) 
dit q lauthorite diceluy nest point estimee idoine & suffisante pour 
cofirmer les choses qui suruiénent en disputatid. Et generallemét de 
tous les liures Apocryphes, dit qué les peult lire pour ledificatid du 
peuple: mais nd point por vouloir corroborer lauthorite des doctrines 
Ecclesiastiques. Je laisse icy le droit (quon appelle) des cans au. c. 
sancta Romana. wv. distic. ou il en profere son iugemét. Pareillement 
la glose du. c. canones. xvj . distinc. qui dit quon les lict : mais non point 
en general, come si elle vouloit dire q generallemét par tout ne soiét 
point approuuez. Et nd sans cause, car qlz ayent este corrépus ἃ 
falsifiez en plusieurs lieulx, assez appert par Eusebe en son histoire 
Ecclesiasticg. Ce que facillemét certes est auiourdhuy cdgneu en 
certains poinctz, notament es liures des Machabees: desquelz sainct 
Hierosme confesse nauoir point trouue le second en Ebrieu: au moyen 
de quoy nous est rendu plus suspect & moins receu. Semblablemét 
est il du. iij, & iiij. liure de Ezra : desquelz sainct Hierosme protéste ne 
les auoir point Voulu traduire les estimat cOme songes, ia soit toutes 
foys que (Iosephus en les antiquitez deduyse sa matiere cOme quelque 
histoire, tat du liure des Machabees ἃ du. iij. de Ezra, combien quil 
estime les liures qui traictét depuis le Roi Artaxerxes, iusque a son 
temps, estre Apocryphes. 

Parquoy donc quad ‘tu vouldras maintenir aucune chose pour 
certaine rendant raison de ta foy, regarde de y proceder par viue & 
puissante escripture, en ensuyuant sainct Pierre qui dit : Celuy qui parle, 
quil parle comme parolle de Dieu. 11 dit parolle de Dieu, comme tres 
veritable & trescertaine, manifestee par les Prophetes et Apostres 
diuinement inspirez, desquelz avons le tesmoignage plus clair que le 
iour. Les Iurisconsultes aussi ayans grand soing de confirmer & establir 
leurs opinions par la foy humaines, disent quilz ont honte de parler sans 
foy. Combien donc plus grand horreur et vergongne doibt auoir celuy 
qui se dit Chretien lequel ne se attent ou ne se arreste es loix du Dieu 
viuant : mais aux humaines, iugeant de toutes choses selon icelles, et a la 
fantasie et iugement incertain? Par ainsi nous edifiez sur le fondement 
des saincts Prophetes & Apostres (sur lequel ilz se sont fondez & lequel 
ilz ont annonce qui est Iesus Christ, la ferme pierre) delaisserons les 
choses incertaines pour suyure les certaines, nous appuyans et arrestans 
en icelles & la fichas nostre ancre céme en lieu seur. Car nostre foy 
chretiéne ne césiste point es choses doubteuses, mais en plaine & 
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trescertaine asseurace, & tres vraye persuasid prinse ὅς confirmee par 
verite, qui est infallible. En laquelle nous Dieu doiut cheminer 
perpetuellemét, affin que selon icelle (accdplissant en nous sa saincte . 
volunte, & deiectant toute autre inuention a luy contraire) puissions 
viure a son héneur et edification de son eglise. Ainsi soit il.’ 


After this follows a fresh register of the names of the various 
books in their order, with the number of chapters in each and the 
leaf on which they begin. There are some minor changes in the 
wording, the only one of any mark being, that in this second 
table, instead of ‘ LHistoire de Esther, chap. vii’, &c., as in the 
first, we have, more accurately, ‘La reste du liure de Esther 
depuis la moytie du. v. iusque a la fin, contiét quasi. vij. Chap.’ 

The Prayer of Manasses in this edition comes last among 
the books of the Old Testament, and is followed by the words 
‘La fin de tous les liures Apocryphes, contenus en la translation 
comune, lesquels ne se trouuent point a present en Ebrieu ne en 
Chaldee’. 

In the New Testament the order of the books is that of the 
Vulgate, and the Epistle to the Hebrews is assigned to St Paul. 
Revelation is headed ‘ La Reuelatid, dicte Lapocalypse de sainct 
Jehan Theologien’. 

The so-called Apocryphal books in Olivetan’s Bible are, with 

slight verbal changes, in the same language as in Lefévre’s Bible, 
and merely form in fact a slightly revised edition of the latter. 
The Prayer of Manasses is, I believe, identically the same in 
both. 
The English Bible known as Matthew's Bible, which was 
published in 1537, was largely based on that of Coverdale, but 
it was also much influenced by the French translations of Lefévre 
and Olivetan, as Dr Westcott and Dr Aldis Wright have 
shewn. From the former it derived its table of contents, chapter- 
headings, a large part of its marginal matter, and its woodcuts ; 
while from Olivetan, who generally follows Lefévre closely in 
the Apocryphal books, it derived its concordance, a translation 
of the address ‘aux fideles lectures’, and the preface to the 
Apocrypha. 

Lefévre himself died in 1537 at the age of eighty, and it is 
a curious circumstance that his Bible which had had the double 
distinction of appearing with the privilege of the great Kaiser 
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Charles the Fifth, and the imprimatur of the Holy Office of 
Louvain, should have been put on the Index in 1546. 

Although Lefévre and Olivetan did so much to initiate the 
Reformation in France, it was Calvin whose masterful spirit 
and strong logical method really turned the tide of Reform 
into the channel which it afterwards followed in French-speaking 
countries, in Holland, and among the English Nonconformists. 

Calvin’s view in regard to the authority of the Bible, like that 
of Luther and Zwingli, discarded all appeals to the Church 
or to tradition as a support to the book itself. In the first 
edition of his famous Justitutes, published in 1536, there is no 
treatise on the Scriptures and their authority. In the 1539 and 


subsequent editions, he speaks on the subject with great definite- 
ness. He says: 


‘Inualuit autem apud plerosque perniciosissimus error: Scripturae 
tantum inesse momenti, quantum illi Ecclesiae suffragiis concitur. Acsi 
ea vero aeterna inuiolabilisque Dei veritas hominum arbitrio niteretur. 
Sic enim magno cum ludibrio Spiritus sancti quaerunt. Ecquis nobis 
fidem faciat, haec a Deo prodiisse? Ecquis salua & intacta ad nostram 
usque aetatem peruenisse, certiores reddat ? Ecquis persuadeat, librum 
hunc reuerenter excipiendum ; alterum numero expungendum: nisi 
certam istorum omnium regulam Ecclesia praescriberet ὃ Pendet igitur, 
inquiunt, ab Ecclesiae determinatione: et quae scripturae reuerentia 
debeatur: et qui libri in eius catalogo censendi sint. Ita sacrilegi 
homines, dum, sub Ecclesiae praetextu, volunt effrenatam tyrannidem 
inuehere, nihili curant, quibus se et alios absurditatibus illaqueent, modo 
hoc unum extorqueant apud simplices : Ecclesiam nihil non posse : atqui 
si ita est : quid miseris conscientiis fiet, solidam vitae aeternae securitatem 
quaerentibus : si quaecumque extant de ea promissiones, solo hominum 
iudicio fultae, consistant? An accepto tali responso fluctuari et trepidare 
desinent? Rursum quibus impiorum sannis subiicitur fides nostra? 
quantam apud omnes in suspicionem vocatur? si credatur, hominum 
beneficio, non secus ac precariam habere autoritatem. Sed eiusmodi 
rabulae vel uno Apostoli verbo pulchre repelluntur. Ecclesiam ile 
testatur prophetarum et apostolorum fundamento sustineri. Si funda- 
mentum est Ecclesiae prophetica et Apostolica doctrina: suam huic 
certitudinem ante constare oportet, quam illa extare incipiat. Neque est 
quod cauillentur: etiam si inde primum exordium ducat Ecclesia: manere 
tamen dubium quae prophetis et Apostolis sint adseribenda : nisi iudicium 
ipsius intercedat. Nam si Christiana Ecclesia prophetarum scriptis, et 
Apostolorum praedicatione initio fundata fuit, ubicunque reperietur ea 
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doctrina, Ecclesiam certe praecessit eius approbatio : sine qua nunquam 
Ecclesia ipsa exstitisset. Vanissimum est igitur commentum, scripturae 
iudicandae potestatem esse penes Ecclesiam: ut ab huius nutu illius 
certitudo pendere intelligatur. Quare dum illam recipit, ac suffragio suo 
obsignat, non ex dubia aut alioqui nutabunda authenticam reddit: sed 
quia veritatem esse agnoscit Domini sui, pro pietatis officio, nihil cunc- 
tando, veneratur. Quod autem rogant, Unde persuadebimur a Deo 
fluxisse, nisi ad Ecclesiae decretum confugiamus? perinde est acsi 
quis roget, Unde discemus lucem discernere a tenebris, album a nigro, 
suaue ab amaro? Non enim obscuriorem veritatis suae sensum ultro 
Scriptura prae se fert, quam coloris sui res albae ac nigrae: angele, 
suaues ἃ amarae.’ (of. cit. ed. 1545, 9 and 10.) 


Having thus set out his own views, Calvin proceeds to 
animadvert (although he does it in a tender way) upon Augus- 
tine’s famous saying in the opposite sense: ‘ Ego vero evangelio 
non crederem nisi me catholicae ecclesiae commoveret auctoritas’ 
(Aug.c. Epist. Manich. ch.6). This tenderness, as Reuss says, was 
doubtless due to the fact that he and other Protestant divines 
were more dependent on St Augustine than they were aware of, 
and much more than they liked to confess. 


Olivetan’s Bible was republished at Geneva in 1540 by Calvin, 
with corrections, On the title-page of this edition we read : 


‘La Bible en la quelle sont contenus tous les livres canoniques, de la 
saincte escriture, tant du vieil que du nouveau Testament & pareille- 
ment les Apocryphes. Le tous translate en langue francoise avec 
diligente collations non seullement aux anciens & fideles exemplaires, 
mais aussi ἃ loriginal & sequamment des canoniques.’ 


The emphasis laid on the Canonical books in this paragraph is 
noteworthy. The Apocrypha, in the list of books at the beginning, 
is headed ‘ Le nom des liures Apocryphes de I’ancien Testament, 
car du nouueau nous n’en auons point faict de section’, The 
text of the Apocryphal books is headed ‘ Le volume de tous les 
livres Apocryphes qui sont communement adioinctz aux livres 
canoniques tant les entiers que ceux qui sont parties & fragmens 
adiouxtez aux susdictz liures du Canon’. Both the Third and the 
Fourth book of Esdras are given, although in the initial table the 
word Esdras alone occurs, The Epistle of Jeremiah, although 
numerated as the sixth chapter of Baruch in the text, has 
: ἃ separate heading. The Third of Maccabees is omitted, and the 
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Prayer of Manasseh is put at the end of the Apocrypha, and 
followed by the words ‘ La fin’. 

In 1540-1541 the whole Bible was published for the first time 
in Swedish at Upsala. It follows Luther’s Bible of 1534, contains 
his preface (in Swedish) to the whole Bible and follows it exactly 
in separating the so-called Apocryphal books in the initial list, 
which it heads ‘ Apocrypha’. The list contains the same books 
in the same order. The special title-page to the Apocrypha is 
headed ‘Apocrypha. Thet dro Bédker som icke finnas in then 
Ebreiska Biblien och 4ro fér then skul icke lijka reknadha 
widh the andra béker & then helgha Scryfft Doch sylligka til 
at lisa’. The prefaces to the Apocryphal books are translated 
from Luther’s, sometimes abridged, and the fragments of Esther 
and Daniel are put at the end of the other Apocryphal books in 
Luther’s Bible ; the Prayer of Manasses is printed at the end of 
the Apocrypha although it is not mentioned in the initial list. 
As with Luther, the Third and Fourth of Esdras and the Third 
of Maccabees are excluded. As in the edition of 1526, the books 
of the New Testament: are printed in Luther’s order, with 
translations of his prefaces. It is clear, therefore, that the 
Lutherans of Sweden completely adopted Luther’s theory of the 
Canon of the Bible. 

In 1542: there was published a revised edition of the Ziirich 
Bible of 1531. In this, the so-called Apocrypha of the Old 
Testament are treated as in the former edition, and placed in 
the same position immediately before Job, but Luther’s order 
of the New Testament books is abandoned. Hebrews is headed 
‘Desz heyligen Apostels Pauli Epistel an die Ebreer’, and is 
put after Titus and before 1 Peter; while, contrary to the 
practice of Luther, who calls their two authors ‘ St James’ and 
‘St Jude’ only, this Bible, for which Bullinger was doubt- 
less responsible, assigns each of these books to the Apostle of 
the name. 

It has been remarked as a. singular fact, that while the 
Confessions of the Swiss and of the other so-called Evangelical 
Reformers contain specific statements in regard to the criteria of 
Canonicity in Bible books, no such pronouncement is found in 
the early Lutheran Confessions—neither in that of Augsburg 
dated in 1530, nor in the subsequent Articuli Smalcaldici drawn 
Q2 


a 
i 
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up by Melanchthon in 1538—so that among the early Lutherans 
there was no corporate pronouncement on this most important 
matter. 

As is well known, while Lutheranism, as a principle defined 
doctrinally by the Augsburgh Confession, was generally accepted 
among the German Reformers, the regulation of the services was 
left very largely to the initiative of the local authority, and thus 
it came about that almost every important locality had its 
Use defined in what was called an Ordnung. Richter has 
collected these Ordnungs, in which the ritual and other 
observances are regulated, and in most cases they adopt a 
conservative attitude towards the old service-books, which in 
fact continued to be very generally accepted, except those 
parts which were deemed to teach erroneous doctrine. I have 
examined a large number of them, and in only one have I found 
any reference to the Bible Canon. This is in the Ordnung dated 
1543, regulating the services of the Church at Cologne, where 
we read: 

‘Den wie auch die alten Vitter erkennet, vnd gepotten haben, 
sollen kein Apocrypha, vnnd vngewisse historien in der kirchen 
gelesen werden.’ (Richter Die evangelischen Kirchenordnungen ii 49.) 

This is an important pronouncement and it may possibly 

represent the policy tacitly followed, although not openly 
avowed, of entirely discarding the so-called Apocrypha from 
the public services of the Lutheran Church and thus treating 
them as under a ban, very differently from the earlier writers who, 
in speaking of Apocrypha meant, not books excluded from the 
Church service, but merely those not included in the technical 
canon. 
In 1544 an edition of the Vulgate came out at Leipzig with 
a preface by J. Brenz, generally called Brentius. In this preface, 
when describing the books of the Old Testament, Brentius does not 
say a word about the Apocrypha, none of the books in which 
does he make any comment upon. He has a sentence in the 
preface which might be supposed to be aimed at Luther, if he 
were not such a devoted Lutheran. In this, speaking of different 
ways in which different people had received the Bible, he says: 

‘ Alii agnoscunt quidem vetus sacrae Scripturae Testamentum, novum 
autem reiiciunt. Alii novum probant et vetus improbant. Alii ex 
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veteri & novo colligunt, partim quae defendant, partim quae refutent, 
adeoque cum alio qui minime inter illos conveniat, in neganda tamen et 
oppugnanda veritate maxime conveniunt.’ 


In the list of books in this Bible, those not in the Hebrew 
Canon are not separated into a class apart, but are distinguished 
by being printed on a different line of names. They include the 
Third and Fourth of Esdras and the Third of Maccabees. 
Jerome’s prefaces are all given. The Prayer of Manasses is 
omitted from this table of contents. 

The Apocrypha is reprinted in the same form in which it 
occurs in the edition of 1534. In the editions of Luther’s Bible 
published down to that of 1545 (which was called the Standard 
Edition), the same arrangement with slight variations is main- 
tained, except that in the titles to the parts of Daniel remitted to 
the Apocrypha the title ‘Von dem Bel und Drachen’ of the 
edition of 1534 is broken up into two, headed respectively, 
‘Von dem Bel zu Babel’ and ‘Vom Drachen zu Babel’. In 
the same way, the title ‘Der gesang der dreier menner im 
feur Daniel am dritten dem aus Griechischen’ in the edition 
of 1534, reads ‘Das Gebet Azarie Dan III aus dem 
Griechischen’, and ‘Der Gesang der dreien menner im Feiur’ 
in the later edition. In both, the Song itself is written in 
strophes. In both, the Prayer of Manasses, which is not named 
- in the initial list, is printed at the end of the so-called Apocrypha, 
and followed by the words ‘Ende der bucher des alten Testa- 
ments’. In the Standard Edition there is no separate title to 
the Apocrypha, the prologue to Judith following immediately 
after the list of books as given on page 156. 

I must here bring to a close this long paper, in which I 
have tried perhaps to survey too wide a field. My object has 
been to bring to a focus the various theories about the Bible 
Canon and the way they were applied by the early Reformers 
down to the death of Luther, which nearly coincided with the 
pronouncement of the Council of Trent on the subject. It is 
plain that, with the exception of Karlstadt, and perhaps of Brenz, 
they all adopted extravagant subjective tests for the Bible books. 
Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin—the three great leaders of the three 
lines of Continental Reformers—were at one in this, and in 
repudiating traditional and historical arguments as the ultimate 
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basis for the authority of the Canon. They accordingly very 
naturally came to different conclusions as to the legitimate 
‘contents of their Bibles. For those with whom ‘the Impregnable 
Rock of Holy Scripture’ was the supreme and only test of 
Eternal Truth, this particular result was most unfortunate. I had 
hoped to complete the survey of the story of the Biblical Canon 
among the Reformers in this paper, but have found it impossible 
if I was to do justice to the intricate subject, and must reserve 
the survey of its later history for another occasion. 


H. H. HoworrTu. 
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ORIGEN ON I CORINTHIANS. 


In a former number (/. 7: S. vol. vi pp. 113-116) I gave reason for 
thinking that the /aches of Cramer’s ‘ scriba Parisiensis’ in dealing with 
the MS Cois. gr. 204 for the catena on Ephesians had extended also 
to the transcription of another Paris MS gr. 227 for the catena on 
1 Corinthians. It was pointed out that no fewer than fifteen passages 
assigned by Cramer to Origen were correctly assigned in the MS itself 
to Chrysostom, and that (apart from very numerous blunders in the 
text) in cases where readings are definitely cited at the foot of the page 
those citations are so often entirely erroneous as to render re-collation 
imperative. 

The kindness of the Trustees of the New Testament Revision Surplus 
Fund has enabled this fresh collation to be made from photographs of 
the hitherto unpublished Vatican MS gr. 762 (saec. xi) of which the 
sixteenth-century Paris MS is apparently a copy. The result which is 
printed below, if it does not yield any new material to compensate for 
the loss of the fifteen passages wrongly referred to Origen, may at any 
rate, it is hoped, contribute something towards a more satisfactory text 
of the remainder. Additional interest will, however, be lent to the new 
recension by the inclusion of some thirty unpublished fragments 
(extending from two or three words to a good many lines) contained 
in an Athos catena (MS Pantocrator. 28). A transcription of these 
passages, which are all on the later portions of the Epistle where the 
Vatican MS for a time ceases to quote Origen, has generously been 
placed at my disposal by Prof. Kirsopp Lake of Leiden.. Grateful 
acknowledgement is also due to Dr Swete, the Dean of Westminster, and _ 
Prof. A. Nairne for suggestions and emendations of the text, and 
especially to Mr C. H. Turner, who has read the whole with unfailing 
kindness and encouragement. 

The form given to the text follows in the main that adopted in 
Mr J. A. F. Gregg’s new edition of Origen’s commentary on Ephesians 
already printed in the third volume of this JouRNAL. A new chapter- 
division has been marked, as a rule, whenever the catenist mentions 
the name of Origen, i.e. at the beginning of each quotation or con- 
tinuous series of quotations. Clarendon type has been used for the 
words commented upon and uncial type for other Biblical citations or 
allusions. References to other works of Origen are given, where 
possible, to the volumes of the new Berlin edition. The pages of 
Cramer are added in the margin where the passage forms part of his 
printed text of the catena. 
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81. 

1 Cor. i 2 [τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ τῇ οὔσῃ ἐν Κορίνθῳ, ἡγιασμένοις ἐν 

Χριστῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις, σὺν πᾶσιν τοῖς ἐπικαλουμένοις τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ 
κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ αὐτῶν καὶ ἡμῶν.] 


[Ὠριγένους] 

7 El πάντες ἦσαν ἐκκλησία, τίς ἔτι χρεία προ(σ)κεῖσθαι σὺν πᾶσι τοῖς ἐπι- 
καλουμένοις ; εἰ πάντες ὁμοίως ἐπεκαλοῦντο, τίς χρεία μὴ πᾶσιν ἐπικαλουμέ- 
νοις γεγράφθαι μόνον ἀλλὰ πέρ(α) αὐτῶν τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ; παρεστήσαμεν 

5 ὡς μόνους τοὺς ἐπαινετοὺς χρηματίζειν ἐκκλησίαν ὀφείλοντας, τοὺς δὲ ψεκτοὺς 
οὐκ ἀποστάτας μὲν ἔτι παλαίοντας τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ ἀλλ᾽ (ἔτι) ἐπικαλουμένους, 
οὐ μὴν ἤδη καὶ ἐκκλησίαζν). σπεύσωμεν οὖν ἀπὸ τοῦ ἐπικαλεῖσθαι εἰς τὸ 
ἀναβῆναι ἐπὶ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν τὴν ἄσπιλον καὶ ἄμωμον. 

§ IL. 

i 4-10 [Εὐχαριστῶ τῷ θεῷ πάντοτε wept ὑμῶν ἐπὶ τῇ χάριτι τοῦ θεοῦ 
τῇ δοθείσῃ ὑμῖν ἐν Χριστῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ, ὅτι ἐν παντὶ ἐπλουτίσθητε ἐν αὐτῷ, ἐν παντὶ 
λόγῳ καὶ πάσῃ γνώσει, καθὼς τὸ μαρτύριον τοῦ χριστοῦ ἐβεβαιώθη ἐν ὑμῖν, 
ὥστε ὑμᾶς μὴ ὑστερεῖσθαι ἐν μηδενὶ χαρίσματι, ἀπεκδεχομένους τὴν ἀποκά- 
λυψιν τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ὃς καὶ βεβαιώσει ὑμᾶς ἕως τέλους 
ἀνεγκλήτους ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ [Χριστοῦ]. πιστὸς ὁ θεὸς 
δι᾿ οὗ ἐκλήθητε εἰς κοινωνίαν τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν. 
παρακαλῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, διὰ τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ 
ἵνα τὸ αὐτὸ λέγητε πάντες, καὶ μὴ ἡ ἐν ὑμῖν σχίσματα, ἦτε δὲ κατηρτισμένοι 
ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ νοὶ καὶ ἐν τῇ αὐτῇ γνώμῃ} 

[Ὠριγένους] 

Οὔτε ταῦτα ἁμαρτωλοῖς ἁρμόζει οὔτε ἐκεῖνα δικαίοις, φημὶ δὴ τὸ Παρακαλῶ 
δὲ ὑμᾶς, ἀδελφοί, διὰ τοῦ ὀνόματος τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἵνα 
πάντες τὰ αὐτὰ λέγητε καὶ μὴ ἡ ἐν ὑμῖν σχίσματα καὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα. ἦν οὖν 

5 ἡ ἐκκλησία ἀναμεμιγμένη, εἴ γε χρὴ ἐκκλησίαν ὀνομάζειν τὸ ὅλον τοῦτο τὸ 
μικτὸν ἐκ δικαίων καὶ ἀδίκων. πλὴν οἱ συναγόμενοι ἦσαν ἀναμεμιγμένοι διὰ 
τοῦτο μέλλων ὁ ἀπόστολος ἐπὶ ταῖς ἁμαρτίαις τοὺς συναγομένους μετὰ κακίας 
ἐλέγχειν, dvayxai{ ws) πρῶτον τοὺς ἐπαίνους ποιεῖται τῶν καλῶς ςγνερχομένων 

18. Eph. v 27 (cf. 1 Pet. i 19) II 8. τ Cor. xi 20 


11-7. With this passage should be compared Origen’s reference, Hom. xvii in 
Lue. (de la Rue iii 953), ‘Memini cum interpretarer illud quod ad Corinthios 
scribitur Ecclesiae Dei quae est Corinthi cum omnibus qui inuocant eum dixisse me 
diuersitatem ecclesiae et eorum qui inuocant nomen Domini’. Cf. also in Evang. Ioh. 
VI lix 302 (ed. Preuschen). 

1 2. προσκεῖσθαι : προκεῖσϑαι MS 3. 4 ΜΘ": om. MS 4: πέρα scripsi : 
πρὸ Turner: περ ΜΒ 5-6. τοὺς δὲ ψεκτοὺς (rods) Swete 6, παλαίοντας scripsi : 
πάλαι ὄντας MS | οὐκ ἀποστάτας μὲν ἔτι wad. τῇ dp. ἀλλ᾽ (ἔτι) ἐπικ., οὐ μὴν [εἴ, μὲν 
- -. οὗ phy Plato Philebus 12 Ὁ] A. Nairne ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι... τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ ἐπικαλουμένους 
Swete, Turner : ἔτι... τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ ἀλλ᾽ ἐπικαλ. ΜΘ 8. ἐκκλησίαν : ἐκκλησία MS 
1 8. ἀναγκαίως : ἀναγκαῖον MS 
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ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. Εὐχαριστῶ τῷ θεῷ pou πάντοτε᾽ ἄξιον εὐχαριστεῖν ἐφ᾽ οἷς λέγει 
ἐπαινετοῖς, καὶ οὐ ποτὲ μὲν εὐχαριστεῖν ποτὲ δὲ μή, ἀλλὰ πάντοτε εὐχαριστεῖν. 10 


ἐάν τινα ἴδω ποτὲ μὲν εὖ πράττοντα ποτὲ δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντα, εὐχαριστῶ περὶ 
αὐτοῦ οὐ πάντοτε, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε εὖ ποιεῖ οὕτω καὶ περὶ ἐμαυτοῦ. “ἐν τίνι δὲ 
εὐχαριστήσει ὁ εὐχαριστῶν Παῦλος ; ἐπὶ τοῖς ἰδίοις ἀκροαταῖς ὧν γέγονε κατὰ 
θεὸν πατήρ. ὥσπερ οὖν πατὴρ ἐπὶ υἱοῖς εὐχαριστεῖ ὅτ᾽ ἂν ὑ ὑγιαίνωσιν, ὅτ᾽ 
ἂν εὖ πράττωσι, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ὅτ᾽ ἂν βλέπῃ διδάσκαλος τοὺς ἀκροατὰς 15 
ZEONTAC τῶι πνεύματι, πλουτοῦντας λόγῳ οοφίαλζον, ἀξίους τοῦ ἐπαινεῖσθαι, 
εὐχαριστεῖ πάντοτε περὶ αὐτῶν. 

Ἴδωμεν οὖν τὴν χάριν τῶν ἐπαινετῶν ἐν Κορίνθῳ ἵνα ζηλώσωμεν. 
ἐν παντὶ ἐπλουτίσθητε ἐν αὐτῷ. μακάριοι οἱ ἐν παντὶ πλουτοῦντες καὶ μηδενὸς 
τῶν κατὰ θεὸν ὑστερούμενοι, ἀλλὰ πᾶσαν ἐπιτηδεύοντες ἀρετὴν καὶ τῶν παρ᾽ 20 
αὐτοῦ ἀφθόνως καὶ πλουσίως ἀπολαύοντες δωρεῶν ἐν παντὶ λόγῳ καὶ πάσῃ 
γνώσει" ὥστε εἰς μηδεμίαν γραφὴν ἀπορεῖν ἀλλὰ πανταχοῦ Ζητεῖν καὶ εὐρίοκειν, 
καὶ ὅτε δεῖ ἐξηγήσασθαι γραφὴν παντὶ λόγῳ κεχρῆσθαι τῷ τε διεξοδικῷ καλου- 
μένῳ καὶ τῷ κατὰ ἐρώτησίν τε καὶ ἀπόκρισιν, καὶ παρεσκευάσθαι λέγειν καὶ 
κατὰ πάσης αἱρέσεως, καὶ τῷ τῆς ἀληθείας συνίστασθαι δόγματι, καὶ ἀναπλη- 25 

᾿ ρῶσαι τὸ εἰρημένον ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀποστόλου “Ἕτοιμοι ἀεὶ πρὸς dmodorian πὰντὶ τῷ 12 

ἀπδιτοῦντι ὑμᾶς λόγον περὶ τῆς ἐν ὑμῖν πίστεως. οὕτω δὴ καὶ τὸ ἐν πάσῃ γνώσει" 
οὐ μόνον κατὰ τὰς γραφάς, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα καὶ εἴπῃ Αὐτὸς rap μοι ἔδωκεν τῶν ὄντων 
τὴν γνῶσιν ἀψεγδῆ καὶ τὰ τούτοις ἀκόλουθα. ὅτι ἡ γνῶσις τὸ εἰδέναι μόνον 
ἐμφαίνει, ὁ δὲ λόγος καὶ τὸ ἐγνωσμένον ἑρμηνεύει. 39 

καθὼς τὸ μαρτύριον τοῦ χριστοῦ ἐβεβαιώθη ἐν ὑμῖν’ ὁ Χριστός, ἵν᾿ οὕτως 
ὀνομάσω, ἀρχίμαρτύς ἐστι, καὶ πολλῶν ὄντων μαρτύρων εἰς Χριστὸν διὰ τοῦ 
θανάτου αὐτῶν ἐκεῖνος ὃ ἄρχων ἐστὶ τῶν μαρτύρων. τοῦτο μὲν τὸ μαρτύριον 
Χριστοῦ παρ᾽ οἷς μὲν βέβαιόν ἐστι, rap’ οἷς δὲ οὐκ ἔστι βέβαιον ἀλλὰ σείεται. 
εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἡ πίστις τοιαύτη ἐστὶν ἡ περὶ τοῦ μαρτυρίου ὥστε δύνασθαι ἀπὸ 35 
διαθέσεως ἀληθοῦς εἰπεῖν Πέπειομδι δὲ ὅτι οὔτε θάνατος οὔτε Ζωὴ καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς 
Aynticetat ἡμᾶς χωρίοδι τῆς ἀγάπης τοῦ θεοῦ τῆς ἐν Χριοτῷ ᾿Ἰηςοοῦ τῷ κγρίωιν 
ἡμῶν, βέβαιόν ἐστι τὸ μαρτύριον ἐν τῷ τοιούτῳ᾽ εἰ δὲ μὴ τοιοῦτοί ἐσμεν 
ἀλλὰ σειόμεθα ὑπὸ τῶν συμβαινόντων, οὔπω τὸ μαρτύριον τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐβε- 
βαιώθη ἐν ἡμῖν. καὶ πάλιν ἄλλως ἐκληψόμεθα τὸ ῥητόν πᾶσα γραφὴ ἡ μαρ- 40 
τυροῦσα περὶ Χριστοῦ μαρτύριόν ἐστι Χριστοῦ" καλὸν οὖν ἐστὶ βεβαιωθῆναι καὶ 
ἐν τῷ ἀπὸ τῶν γραφῶν μαρτυρίῳ Χριστοῦ. καὶ ἄλλως" ἴδε τὸ μαρτύριον Χριστοῦ, 
CYNETIMAPTYPOYNTOC αὐτῷ CHMEIOIC Kai τέρδοι Kai ποικίλλιο AYNAMECI καὶ TINEYMATOC 
ἁγίου μεριομοῖς KaTA THN ayTOY GEAHCIN’ Kal βέβαιόν ἐστι τὸ μαρτύριον Χριστοῦ 
ἐν τοῖς ἁγίοις. 

ὥστε ὑμᾶς μὴ ὑστερεῖσθαι ἐν μηδενὶ χαρίσματι’ ὡς πολλῶν ὄντων τῶν 
χαρισμάτων διαλέγεται καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἑξῆς τῆς ἐπιστολῆς. 

16. Rom, xii 11 22. Matt. vii 7; Le. xig a6. τ Pet. iii 15 28. Sap. 
Sol. vii 17 36. Rom. viii 38-39 43- Heb. ii 4 46. Cf. τ Cor. xii 4 

II 23 For διεῤοδικῷ, cf. note on Eph. iv 17 (J. 7. S. iii 416). 


16 λόγῳ’ σοφία" MS (cf.1 Cor. iit) 42. ἄλλος εἶδε Turner: καὶ ἄλλω" ἴδε MS 
(cf. § III a) 
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ἀπεκδεχομένους τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν “Incod Χριστοῦ ὁ 
δίκαιος οὐκ ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ ἔχει τὰς ἐλπίδας, ἀλλὰ πάσχων, κινδυνεύων, ἀπεκ- 
.50 δέχεται τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ, ἤτοι ἣν Χριστὸς 
Ἰησοῦς ἀποκαλύπτει. 
Ὃς καὶ βεβαιώσει ὑμᾶς ἕως τέλους τίς βεβαιοῖ; Χριστὸς Ἰησοῦς, 
13 ὁ λόγος, i codia® μαρτύριον δὲ τὸ βεβαιούμενον οὐ πρὸς ἡμέρας, ἀλλ᾽ ἕως τέλους. 
ἀνεγκλήτους ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. ἕως ἔλθωμεν 
55 ἐκεῖ, οὕπω ἔχομεν τὸ ἀνέγκλητον οὐ γὰρ οἴδαμεν τί τέξετδι καὶ ἐπιοῦοα, κἂν ἔχειν 
τις δοκῇ ἐπὶ τοῦ παρόντος τὸ ἀνέγκλητον, ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν “Ingod 
Χριστοῦ. 
§ III. 

ig [Πιστὸς ὁ θεὸς δι᾿ οὗ ἐκλήθητε εἰς κοινωνίαν τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ 
Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν. 

[Ὠριγένους] 

Πίστευε αὐτῷ ἀεί ἐκλήθητε γὰρ ἵνα ἁπλῶς ὑπὸ τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν ὦμεν. μέγα 
ἐστὶν ὃ χαρίζεται ὁ θεὸς τοῖς ἁγίοις" ἐκλήθημεν εἰς κοινωνίαν τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ" 
διὸ κληρονόμοι μὲν θεοῦ οὐγκληρονόμοι δὲ χριοτοῦ,.- 

§ IV. 
i 10 [καὶ μὴ ἐν ὑμῖν σχίσματα. 
[Ὠριγένους] 


14 Ὁ ἐν ἅπασι τῷ ὀρθῷ λόγῳ καὶ τῷ ἐκκλησιαστικῷ δόγματι περί τε πατρὸς 
καὶ υἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου πνεύματος συμφωνῶν, ἔτι δὲ περὶ τῆς καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς οἰκονομίας, 
περί τε ἀνδοτάξεως καὶ κρίσεως, καὶ τοῖς κανόσι δὲ τοῖς ἐκκλησιαστικοῖς ἐπό- 
μενος, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν σχίσματι. 


§ V. 
ἡ 14, 17 [Εὐχαριστῶ ὅτι οὐδένα ὑμῶν ἐβάπτισα.. . . οὐ γὰρ ἀπέστειλέν pe 
Χριστὸς βαπτίζειν ἀλλ᾽ εὐαγγελίζεσθαι οὐκ ἐν σοφίᾳ λόγου, ἵνα μὴ κενωθῇ ὁ 

= Μεῖζον τὸ εὐαγγελίζεσθαι τοῦ βαπτίζειν’ καὶ ἐπειδὴ ἤδει ὁ Παῦλος ἀφ- 
ὡρισμένους τινὰς πρὸς τὸ βαπτίζειν, εὐχαριστεῖ ἐπὶ τῷ) κρείττονα κλῆρον 
ἔχειν τοῦ βαπτίζειν. ἐν ταῖς Πράξεσι τῶν ᾿Αποστόλων φαίνεται τίνα τῶν 
5 ἀποστόλων Epya’ οἷον Φίλιππος ἐβάπτιζεν, τὸ πνεῦμα δὲ οὐ διηκονεῖτο 
Φίλιππος τῷ βαπτιζομένῳ, ἀλλὰ τοὺς ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου βαπτιζομένους ἐχειροθέτει ὁ 
Πέτρος καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα ἐπήρχετο ἐπ᾽ αὐτούς. καὶ ὁ μὲν Φίλιππος τοὺς ἀνάγεννω- 
μένογς ἐξ ὕδατος Kai πνεύματος ἁγίου ἐβάπτιζεν ὕδατι, ὁ δὲ Πέτρος τῷ πνεύματι. 
II 52. lo. it; 1 Cor. i 24 54. Prov. xxvii 1 III 4. Rom. viii 17 

IV 4. Hebr. vi 2 V5 ff. Act. viii 12-16 ἡ. Io. iii 5 


III 2. πίστευε MS (cf. § 11 42): πιστεύετε Turner V3. τό ΜΒ 4. φαίνεταί 
τινα MS : 
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[Ὠριγένου-] 

Χρεία οὐ τοσοῦτον λόγου ὅσον δυνάμεως" διὸ γέγραπται κύριος A@cer ῥῆμά 19 
τοῖς εὐδγΓελιζομένοις δυνάμει πολλῇ, ὁ Βδοιλεὺὴς τῶν λγνάμεων τοῦ ἀγάπητοῦ. 11 
ἀπέστειλεν οὖν με Χριστὸς οὐ βαπτίζειν ἀλλ᾽ εὐαγγελίζεσθαι, οὐκ ἐν σοφίᾳ 
λόγου, οὐκ ἐν τρανώσει λέξεως" ἐὰν γὰρ τοῦτο ποιῶ καὶ θέλω οὕτω παρα- 
διδόναι τὸν λόγον, ἣ τοῦ χριστοῦ δύναμις οὐ καθικνεῖται τῆς ψυχῆς τῶν 
ἀκουόντων καὶ ἐκκενῶ καὶ καθαιρῶ τὴν χάριν τῆς δυνάμεως. 15 


§ VI. 


i 18 [ὁ λόγος γὰρ ὁ τοῦ σταυροῦ τοῖς μὲν ἀπολλυμένοις μωρία ἐστίν, ToIs: 
δὲ σωζομένοις ἡμῖν δύναμις θεοῦ ἐστίν.] 


[[Ὠριγένου-] 

TS ὄνομα τοῦ (σταυροῦ) δοκεῖ σκάνδαλον εἶναι ἀλλ᾽ ἐάν τις παρέχῃ τὰς 20 
ἀκοὰς τῷ λόγῳ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τῇ χάριτι, ὄψεται καὶ τοῦτο μέγὰ MyCTHPION. καὶ 
οἱ ἐθνικοὶ παραδεδώκασιν ὅτι πολλάκις, λοιμῶν μεγάλων γενομένων ἢ ἐπομ- 
βριῶν ἣ αὐχμῶν, ταῦτα ἐπαύσατο ἀνθρώπου ἑαυτὸν παραδόντος ὑπὲρ τοῦ 5 
κοινοῦ" τί οὖν θαυμαστὸν εἰ, ὅλου τοῦ κόσμου λοιμώττοντος τῇ πλάνῃ, ὑπὲρ 
τοῦ λοιμοῦ τοῦ ἀληθινοῦ ἐχρῆν Ena ἀποθάνεῖν ὑπὲρ τοῦ καταλύσαι τὸν τῆς 
ἀγνοίας καὶ τοῦ σκότους καὶ τῆς ἀπωλείας λοιμόν ; τίς δὲ ἠδύνατο τοῦτο ἀνα-᾿ 
δέξασθαι; οὐ προφήτης, οὐκ ἀπόστολος, οὐδέ τις ἄλλος δίκαιος. ἀλλ᾽ ἔδει 
ἐξ οὐρανοῦ καταβῆναι θείαν δύναμιν δυναμένην ἀναδέξασθαι ὑπὲρ πάντων ἀπο- το 
θανεῖν μετά τινος παραδειγματισμοῦ, ἵνα δι᾽ ἐκείνου τοῦ θανάτου τρόπαιον 
γένηται κατὰ τοῦ διαβόλου. καὶ γὰρ εἰώθασιν (oi) ἐν κόσμῳ θριαμβεύοντες 
τοὺς rodent ious ἐν τρόπῳ σταυροῦ τιθέναι τὰ τρόπαια κατὰ τῶν νικωμένων. 
ἔστιν οὖν ὁ σταυρὸς τοῦ χριστοῦ τρόπαιον κατὰ τοῦ Σατανᾶ" διὰ τοὐτολέγ (ει) 
᾿Εμοὶ δὲ mi γένοιτο KayyAcOar εἰ μὴ ἐν τῷ οτδγρῷ, τῷ ἐγνωκότι τὴν δύναμιν τοῦ 15 
σταυροῦ τί(ς) ἐστιν ὅτι ἠλευθερώθην ἀπὸ τῶν κακῶν δι᾽ ἐκεῖνον ἀποθανόντα 
ἵνα με ῥύσηται ἀπὸ τοῦ θανάτου" Εἰ μὴ ἐν τῷ οτἀγρῷ τοῦ Kypioy ἡμῶν “Inco? 
Χριοτοῦ, δι᾿ οὗ ἐμοὶ κόομος écraypwra: κἀγὼ τῷ κόομῳ' μέγα ἀγαθὸν ὅτι ἐμοὶ 
κόομος ἐοτδύρωται᾽ τοῦτο τὸ ἀγαθὸν διὰ τίνος μοι γέγονεν ; διὰ τοῦ σταυροῦ 
τοῦ χριστοῦ. μέγα μοι ἀγαθὸν τὸ ἐμὲ οτδγρωθῆναι τῷ κόσμῳ εἰ γὰρ ἀπέ- 20 
θανον τῷ κόσμῳ, ἐσταύρωμαι τῷ κόσμῳ μετὰ τοῦ χριστοῦ" εἰ δὲ ζῶ ταῖς 
ἁμαρτίαις, οὕπω ἠξιώθην τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ τοῦ κατὰ τὸν σταυρόν. ἅμα δὲ καὶ 
ἑτοιμαζώμεθα πρὸς πειρασμούς, πρὸς μαρτύρια, εἰδότες ὅτι ὃς ἂν ἀρνήσηται 
σωτηρίαν οὐκ ἔχει. 


10-11. Ps, lxvii (Ixviii) 12-2 ΜΓ 2. Cf. i 23 Eph. v 32 ἡ. lo. xviii 14 
9. Cf. lo. iii13 τὸ, 2 Cor. 15, 17-18. Gal. νὶ 1.3. 16. Cf. Rom. vi 22 
17. Cf. 2 Cor. i τὸ 


VI 2. σταυροῦ : χριστοῦ MS 6. πλάνῃ ὑπὲρ... ἀληθινοῦ, ἐχρῆν MS | λοιμοῦ 
MS: leg. fortasse κοινοῦ 12. of: om. MS 13. πολεμίους : πολέμους MS 
τρύπῳ : τροπαίῳ MS 14. λέγει : λέγω MS 16. τίς : τί Μ5 
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| 
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§ VII. 

i 19-21 [γέγραπται yap ᾿Απολῶ τὴν codian TON ςοφῶν Kai THN CYNECIN TON 
CyneT@n ἀθετήοω. Ποῦ copéc; ποῦ rpammateyc; ποῦ συνζητητὴς τοῦ αἰῶνος 
τούτου; οὐχὶ ἐμώρανεν & θεὸς τὴν οοφίὰν τοῦ κόσμου; ἐπειδὴ γὰρ ἐν τῇ 
σοφίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐκ ἔγνω ὁ κόσμος διὰ τῆς σοφίας τὸν θεόν, εὐδόκησεν ὁ θεὸς 


[ Ὠριγένους 

24 Οὐ ταυτόν ἐστιν εἶναι σοφὸν καὶ ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ εἶναι σοφόν τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
χωρὶς τοιαύτης προσθήκης περιέχει τῆν ἀληθῆ σοφίαν. παραπλησίως δὲ 
νοήσεις καὶ μωρίαν’ οὐ ταυτόν ἐστι μωρὸν καὶ μωρὸν ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ ὃ 

5 μὲν γὰρ χωρὶς προσθήκης τῆς 'τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ᾽ ἀληθζῶ)ς ἐστι μωρός. καὶ ἡμεῖς 
τοίνυν οἱ πιστεύοντες τοῖς λόγοις τῆς σοφίας κελευόμεθα ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ 
γενέσθαι μωροί’ τοιοῦτοι γὰρ δοκοῦμεν εἶναι τοῖς ἀνθρώποις πιστεύοντες εἰς 
Χριστὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν ἐσταυρωμένον, καὶ πιστεύοντες ἀνάστασιν σωμάτων, πιστεύ- 
ovres δὲ ὅτι ζησόμεθα οὐ μόνον οἱ νῦν ὄντες ἐπὶ γῆς ὕστερον ἐν οὐρανοῖς ἀλλ᾽ 

10 ὅτι καὶ ἂν ἁμαρτάνωμεν πυρὶ αἰωνίῳ παραδοθησόμεθα. τοιούτους ἡμᾶς 
δοκεῖν εἶναι τοῖς ἀνθρώποις... .. 

§ VIII. 

i 23-31 [ἡμεῖς δὲ κηρύσσομεν Χριστὸν ἐσταυρωμένον, ᾿Ιουδαίοις μὲν 
᾿σκάνδαλον ἔθνεσιν δὲ μωρίαν, αὐτοῖς δὲ τοῖς κλητοῖς, ᾿Ιουδαίοις τε καὶ Ἕλλησιν, 
Χριστὸν θεοῦ δύναμιν καὶ θεοῦ σοφίαν... . Βλέπετε γὰρ τὴν κλῆσιν ὑμῶν, 
ἀδελφοί, ὅτι οὐ πολλοὶ σοφοὶ κατὰ σάρκα, οὐ πολλοὶ δυνατοί, οὐ πολλοὶ 
εὐγενεῖς. ἀλλὰ τὰ μωρὰ τοῦ κόσμου ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, ἵνα καταισχύνῃ τοὺς 
σοφούς, καὶ τὰ ἀσθενῆ τοῦ κόσμου ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, ἵνα καταισχύνῃ τὰ ἰσχυρά, 
καὶ τὰ ἀγενῆ τοῦ κόσμου καὶ τὰ ἐξουθενημένα ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, καὶ τὰ μὴ 
ὄντα, ἵνα τὰ ὄντα καταργήσῃ, ὅπως μὴ καυχήσηται πᾶσα σὰρξ ἐνώπιον τοῦ 
θεοῦ. ἐξ αὐτοῦ δὲ ὑμεῖς ἐστὲ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, ὃς ἐγενήθη σοφία ἡμῖν ἀπὸ 
θεοῦ, δικαιοσύνη τε καὶ ἁγιασμὸς καὶ ἀπολύτρωσις, ἵνα καθὼς γέγραπται 
ὁ κἀγχώμενος ἐν κγρίῳ κἀγχάςθω.] 

80 δΔύναμιν ἐλάβομεν ἀπὸ τοῦ πιστεύειν εἰς Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐσταυρωμένον" καὶ 
ὅσον λείπομεν ἐν τῇ πίστει (ταύτῃ), τοσοῦτον λειπόμεθα ἐν τῇ δυνάμει τοῦ ἔχειν 
ἐν ἑαυτοῖς τὰ ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. εἰ δὲ θέλετε νοῆσαι τί ἐστιν ἀπολῶ τὴν σοφίαν τῶν 

5 σοφῶν καὶ τὴν σύνεσιν τῶν συνετῶν ἀθετήσω, νοήσατέ μοι πάνυ γενναῖον ἐν τοῖς 

31 αἱρετικοῖς λόγοις, φέρε εἰπεῖν Μαρκίωνα ἢ Βασιλείδην, καὶ οὕτω μετὰ δυνάμεως 
ζητοῦντα ὑπὲρ τῶν αἱρετικῶν λόγων ὥστε μὴ τὸν τυχόντα δύνασθαι αὐτῷ 

VII 7, 12. Cf. i23, and esp. III 18, and see ς. Cels. i 19 

VII On the argument of this passage see further Contra Celsum iii 47, 48 (ed. 
Koetschau). 

VII 3. περιέχει : οὐ περιέχει MS 5. ἀληθῶς : ἀληθής Μ5 8. (els) ἀνάστασιν 
Armitage Robinson 9. fortasse οὐ μόνον ζησόμεθα 11. desunt 5% lin, ad 
calcem fol, VIII 3. lacuna 5 litt. post πίστει MS : ταύτῃ suppleui 


διὰ τῆς μωρίας τοῦ κηρύγματος σῶσαι τοὺς πιστεύοντας. 
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ἀντιστῆναι: εἶτα νοήσατέ τινα ἱκανὸν κατὰ τὴν ἀλήθειαν λέγοντα ὃς καὶ 


ἱκάνωοεν ἡμᾶς διάκόνογς κδινῆς διαθήκης, καὶ δεικνύντα πάντα ἐκεῖνα μωρίαν ἐφ᾽ 
οἷς ἐπεποίθει & ἠπατημένος. ἐκείνων οὖν τὴν σοφίαν ἀπόλλυσιν, οὐ τῶν τὸ 
ὄντως σοφῶν, ᾿Ησαΐου, Ἱερεμίου ἢ Σολομῶντος τὴν δοκοῦσαν ἀπόλλυσι 
σοφίαν, οὐ τὴν ἀληθῆ. 

Πῶς δὲ καὶ Ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐκ ἔγνω ὁ κόσμος διὰ τῆς σοφίας τὸν 
θεόν; ἡ σοφία τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν νόμῳ καὶ προφήταις ἐστίν᾽' ὃ κόσμος οὐκ ἔγνω 
ἐν νόμῳ καὶ προφήταις κηρυσσόμενον τὸν Χριστόν. διὰ τοῦτο ἐπὶ εγντελείᾳ 15 
τῶν δἰώνων ἔπεμψεν Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν σταυρωθησόμενον ὑπὲρ (rod) γένους 
τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἵνα τῇ μωρίᾳ τοῦ κηρύγματος πιστεύσωσιν οἱ πιστεύσαντες εἰς 
Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐσταυρωμένον 

Προσέθηκε δὲ 78) | οὐ πολλοὶ σοφοὶ τὸ κατὰ σάρκα, εἰδὼς ὅτι τῶν σοφῶν 
εἰσὶ διαφοραί, καὶ οἱ μέν εἰσι σοφοὶ κατὰ σάρκα οἱ δὲ κατὰ πνεῦμα καὶ κατὰ 20 
σάρκα εἰσὶ σοφοὶ οἱ λεξείδια μόνα μεμελετηκότες καὶ καλλωπίζοντες ὅ τι 
ποτ᾽ οὖν ὡς ἀλήθειαν οὐκ ὃν ἀλήθειαν. ὅμως δὲ καὶ οὐδὲ οὕτως ἀπέκλεισε τοὺς 
κατὰ σάρκα σοφοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς πίστεως" οὐ γὰρ εἶπεν Οὐδεὶς σοφὸς κατὰ σάρκα 
προσέρχεται τῷ λόγῳ, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι σφόδρα ὀλίγοι. δυνατοὶ δὲ κατὰ σάρκα εἰσὶν οἱ 
τὰς ἐξουσίας ἔχοντες κατὰ πνεῦμα δὲ νοήσεις, ἐὰν ἴδῃς τὸν Σωτῆρα τίνα τρόπον 25 
οὐκ ἦν μὲν δυνατὸς κατὰ σάρκα' προεδόθη γοῦν καὶ Ectayp@Ou ἐξ ἀοθενείδο" ἦν 
δὲ δυνατὸς κατὰ πνεῦμα, πᾶοὰν NOCON Kai TACAN MAAaKiaN ἐν τῷ λδῷ θεραπεύων. 
οὕτω τὰ κατὰ τοὺς ἀποστόλους ὅρα, τίνα τρόπον ἦσαν δυνατοὶ κατὰ πνεῦμα. 
ἔστιν δυνατὸς κατὰ πνεῦμα καὶ ὃ κατὰ τὸ πνεῦμα βιοὺς καὶ πνεύματι τὰς πράξεις TOY 
C@MaTOC θανδτῶν. ὁμοίως καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν εὐγενῶν νοήσεις" εὐγενεῖς κατὰ σάρκα 30 
εἰσὶν οἱ ἐκ πατέρων πλουσίων καὶ ἐνδόξων κατὰ δὲ πνεῦμα εὐγενεῖς εἰσὶν οἱ 
Υἱοὶ τοῦ θεοῦ περὶ ὧν γέγραπται “Ocor δὲ ἔλαβον ayTON ἔδωκεν οὐτοῖς éZoyciaNn 
τέκνὰ θεοῦ γενέοθδι. 

Tiva οὖν ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός ; οὐχ ἁπλῶς τὰ μωρά, ἀλλὰ μετὰ προσθήκης τῆς 
τοῦ κόσμου ἡμεῖς οἱ πιστεύοντες μωροί ἐσμεν ὡς πρὸς τὸν κόσμον. γελῶσιν 32 
οὖν ἡμᾶς μωροὺς λέγοντες “ Χριστιανοὶ λέγουσιν ἀνάστασιν νεκρῶν καὶ ὅτι 36 
ζῶμεν μετὰ θάνατον καὶ ὅτι Ἰησοῦς ὃν ἐσταύρωσαν ᾿Ιουδαῖοι ἐκ παρθένου 
γεγέννηται, καὶ ὅσα τοιᾶυτα. ἐκεῖνοι οὖν γελασάτωσαν ἡμᾶς καὶ μωροὺς 
λεγέτωσαν" ψγχικὸς γὰρ ἄνθρωπος οὐ δέχετδι τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος" μωρίὰ γὰρ 
éctin. 

τὰ μωρὰ οὖν τοῦ κόσμου ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, ἵνα καταισχύνῃ τοὺς ὦ 
οὐχ ἁπλῶς τοὺς σοφούς, ἀλλὰ κατὰ κοινοῦ τοῦ κόσμου ἵνα εἴπῃ τὰ τοῦ 
κόσμου μωρὰ ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, ἵνα καταισχύνῃ τοὺς σοφοὺς τοῦ κόσμου" 
ἀληθῶς γὰρ καταισχύνονται οἱ σοφοὶ τοῦ κόσμου, ὅταν αὐτοὶ μὲν προσ- 
κυνῶσιν εἰδώλοις οἱ δὲ ἀγράμματοι καὶ ἰδιῶτλι ἀποθνήσκωσιν ὑπὲρ τοῦ μὴ 45 
εἰδωλολατρῆσαι. 

VIII 8. 2 Cor. 6 15. Heb. ix 26 26. 2 Cor. xiii 4 27. Matt. iv 23 


29-31. Rom. viii 13 31-2. Rom. viii 14 32. lo. ἱ 12 39. 1 Cor. ii 14 
45. Act. iv 13 


16. ὑπὲρ γένους MS 19. τὸ Μ5 


| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 
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Kai τὰ ἀγενῆ τοῦ κόσμου καὶ τὰ ἐξουθενημένα ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός" πάλιν 
ὡταῦθα μετὰ προσθήκηι τῆν τοῦ μέσμου. τί γὰρ εὐγινέστερον nare- 
λειπούσης τὰ εἴδωλα καὶ λεγούσης ‘Nc ψεγδῆ ἐκτήσαντο οἱ πάτέρες ἡμῶν εἴλωλα 

50 καὶ οὐκ ἔςτιν ἐν αὐτοῖς ὑετίζων. τὰ ἀγενῆ οὖν τοῦ κόσμου εὐγενῇ δὲ τοῦ θεοῦ 
ἐξελέξατο ὃ θεός" μόνον κατορθώσζωλμεν ἐξ οζὗν θεῷ οὐκ ἐξουδενωθησόμεθα, 
περὶ οὗ γέγραπται ἐξογλένωτδι ἐγώπιον αὐτοῦ πονηρεγόμενοο. 

Καὶ τὰ μὴ ὄντα, ἵνα τὰ ὄντα καταργήσῃ᾽ τὰ μὴ ὄντα ὠνόμασε τὰ μωρὰ τοῦ 
κόσμου, τὰ ἀσθενῆ, τὰ ἀγενῆ, τὰ ἐξουθενημένα᾽ τὰ ὄντα τοὺς εὐγενεῖς τοῦ 

55 κόσμου ἐν γὰρ τῷ κόσμῳ οὗτοι εἰσὶ τινές, οὔκ ἐσμεν ἡμεῖς, καταπονού- 
μενοι ὑπὸ πάντων καὶ καταφρονούμενοι. τὰ μὴ ὄντα νῦν ἐξελέξατο ὁ θεός, 
ἵνα τὰ ὄντα καταργήσῃ, ὅπως μὴ καυχήσηται πᾶσα σὰρξ καὶ εἴπῃ Διὰ τοῦτο 
ἐξελέχθην ὅτι εὐγενής εἶμι. 

ἐξ αὐτοῦ δὲ ὑμεῖς ἐστὲ ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, ὃς ἐγενήθη σοφία ἡμῖν ἀπὸ θεοῦ 

60 δικαιοσύνη τε καὶ ἁγιασμὸς καὶ ἀπολύτρωσις᾽ διὰ τοῦτο γὰρ ταῦτα πάντα ἡμῖν 
ἐστὶ Χριστός, ἵνα τὸ γεγραμμένον γένηται Ὁ καυχώμενος ἐν κυρίῳ καυχάσθω. 
εἰ γὰρ ὃ καυχώμενος ἐν σοφίᾳ ὀφείλει καυχᾶσθαι, Χριστὸς δὲ ἡ σοφία, δῆλον 
ὅτι ὁ καυχώμενος ἐν Χριστῷ καυχᾶται" καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν λοιπῶν ὁμοίως, ἁγια- 
σμοῦ τέ φημι καὶ δικαιοσύνης. 


§ IX. 


ii 4-7 [καὶ ὁ λόγος μου καὶ τὸ κήρυγμά pou οὐκ ἐν πιθοῖς σοφίας λόγοις, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀποδείξει πνεύματος καὶ δυνάμεως, ἵνα ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν μὴ ἦ ἐν σοφίᾳ 


ἀνθρώπων ἀλλ᾽ ἐν δυνάμει θεοῦ. σοφίαν δὲ λαλοῦμεν ἐν τοῖς τελείοις, σοφίαν 
δὲ οὐ τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου οὐδὲ τῶν ἀρχόντων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου τῶν καταργου- 
μένων. ἀλλὰ λαλοῦμεν θεοῦ σοφίαν ἐν μυστηρίῳ, τὴν ἀποκεκρυμμένην, ἣν 
προώρισεν ὁ θεὸς πρὸ τῶν αἰώνων εἰς δόξαν ἡμῶν ἣν οὐδεὶς τῶν ἀρχόν- 
των τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου ἔγνωκεν, εἰ γὰρ ἔγνωσαν, οὐκ ἂν τὸν κύριον τῆς δόξης 


[Ὠριγένους] 

51] “Iva μὴ εἴποι τις Ap’ οὖν, ἐπεὶ τὰς ἀποδείξεις τῆς πίστεως ἐν δυνάμει καὶ 
ἐν πνεύματι ἔφερεν, οὐκ εἶχεν σοφίαν οὐδεμίαν, ἀλλὰ τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ μγοτήριον 
τῆς θεοσεβείας, πιστεῦσαι μόνον, καὶ οὐκ ἐπαγγελία σοφίας ἐν αὐτῷ ἐπιφέρει 

5 καὶ λέγει Σοφίαν δὲ λαλοῦμεν ἐν τοῖς τελείοις, σοφίαν δὲ οὐ τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου 
οὐδὲ τῶν ἀρχόντων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου τῶν καταργουμένων. ἄλλο γάρ ἐστιν 
εἰσαγαγεῖν τινὰς εἰς τὴν πίστιν, ἄλλο τὴν σοφίαν τοῦ θεοῦ ἀποκαλύπτειν. 
ἀναπτύσσομεν οὖν τὴν σοφίαν τοῦ θεοῦ οὐ τοῖς εἰσαγομένοις οὐδὲ τοῖς 
ἀρχομένοις οὐδὲ τοῖς μηδέπω ἀπόδειξιν τοῦ ὑγιοῦς βίου δεδωκόσιν: ἀλλ᾽ 

10 ὅτ᾽ ἂν rymnacdmenoc ὃν δεῖ τρόπον τὰ δἰοθητήριδ πρὸς διάκριοιν KAAOY τε καὶ κακοῦ 

VIII 49. Hier. xvi 19 50. Hier. xiv 22 53. Ps. xiv (xv) 4 1X 3. Cf. 
1 Tim. iii 16 4. Cf. Sap. Sol. ii 13 10. Hebr. v 14 

VIII 51. κατορθώσωμεν Turner, Armitage Robinson: κατορθώσομεν MS ἐξ οὗ: 
ἐξὸν MS εξ. οὗτοί εἰσι τινές MS 56. οὖν Turner: νῦν MS ΙΧ 4. ἐπαγ- 
γελία : ἐπαγγελίας MS σοφίας ἐν αὐτῷ. ἐπεὶ φέρει καὶ λέγει" σοφίαν δὲ Μ5 


ἐσταύρωσαν. 
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ἐπιτήδειος γένηται καὶ πρὸς τὸ ἀκοῦσαι σοφίαν, τότε λαλοῦμεν σοφίαν ἐν τοῖς 38 
τελείοις. σοφίαν δὲ λέγω οὐ τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου οὐδὲ παραπλησίαν τῆς 
σοφίας τῶν ἀρχόντων τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου. ἅμα δὲ δεδήλωκεν ὅτι τὰ φερό- 
μενα παρὰ τοῖς ἄλλοις μαθήματα οὐκ ἐστὶν ἀνθρώπων κατὰ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἀλλὰ 
δυνάμεων ἀοράτων τῶν καταργουμένων. καὶ εἴποιμι δ᾽ ἂν ὅτι ποιητικὴ σοφία 15 
ἐστὶ τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου, τάχα δὲ καὶ ἡ ῥητορική᾽ σοφία δὲ καὶ ἡ ἐπαγγελλομένη 
λέγειν περὶ οὐρανοῦ καὶ γῆς καὶ περὶ διοικήσεως τῶν ὅλων. ἡμεῖς οὖν εἰ 
σοφίαν λαλοῦμεν καὶ λέγομεν αὐτὴν ἐν τοῖς τελείοις, οὐ τὴν τοῦ αἰῶνος 
τούτου λέγομεν" οὔτε γὰρ διὰ ποιημάτων ἢ διά τινος τοιαύτης τέχνης. 
[[Ὡριγένους' 

᾿Αλλὰ λαλοῦμεν σοφίαν ἐν μυστηρίῳ, ἃ οὐκ ἔγνωσται τοῖς ἄρχουσι τοῦ 39 
αἰῶνος τούτου τοῖς ἐνεργοῦσι τὴν οοφίαν τῶν οοφῶν τοῦ κόσμου τούτου: οὕτω 
δὲ οὐκ ἔγνωσαν’ ἐπεβούλευσαν τῷ σωτῆρι καὶ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ 
καὶ ἐσταύρωσαν αὐτόν εἰ γὰρ ἔγνωσαν οὐκ ἂν τὸν κύριον τῆς δόξης ἐσταύ- 
ρωσαν. οὐκοῦν ζητητέον καὶ ἐν τῷ λόγῳ σοφίαν, ἀλλὰ μετὰ τὴν πίστιν, μετὰ 25 
τὴν πολιτείαν, κατὰ τὸ γεγραμμένον ᾿Επεθύμηοδς codian, διατήρηοον ἐντολάς. 

§ X. 

ii 9-11 [᾿Αλλὰ καθὼς γέγραπται Α ὀφθαλμὸς οὐἦκ εἶδεν καὶ οὖς οὐκ ἤκογςεν 
καὶ ἐπὶ καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἀνέβη, ὅοὰ ἡτοίμδοεν ὁ Θεὸς τοῖς ἀγαπῶοιν αὐτόν. 
ἡμῖν δὲ ὁ θεὸς ἀπεκάλυψεν διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, τὸ γὰρ πνεῦμα πάντα ἐρευνᾷ, 
καὶ τὰ βάθη τοῦ θεοῦ. τίς γὰρ οἶδεν ἀνθρώπων τὰ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου εἰ μὴ τὸ 
πνεῦμα τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τὸ ἐν αὐτῷ ; οὕτως καὶ τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐδεὶς ἔγνωκεν εἰ 
μὴ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ θεοῦ. 

Older διαφορὰν ἣ γραφὴ ἀγαπώντων τὸν θεὸν καὶ φοβουμένων τὸν θεόν, 43 
καὶ οἶδεν πολλῷ ὑπερέχοντας τῶν φοβουμένων τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας. ἡτοίμασται 
μὲν οὖν τινα καὶ τοῖς φοβουμένοις πλὴν μεῖζον ἡτοίμασε τοῖς ἀγαπῶσιν 
παρὰ τὰ ἡτοιμασμένα τοῖς φοβουμένοις. 5 

τὸ γὰρ πνεῦμα πάντα ἐρευνᾷ, καὶ τὰ βάθη τοῦ θεοῦ. ἔστι πνεῦμα ὅπερ 
δύναται πάντα ἐρευνᾶν᾽ ἡ ψυχὴ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου οὐ δύναται πάντα ἐρευνᾶν, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἔδει γενέσθαι κρεῖττον ἐν ἡμῖν πνεῦμα, ἵν᾽ ἐκείνου γενομένου ἐν ἡμῖν ἐρευ- 
νῶντος πάντα καὶ τὰ βάθη τοῦ θεοῦ, ἀνακραθέντος τε ἡμῖν, ἡμεῖς ἐκείνῳ συνε- 
ρευνήσωμεν πάντα καὶ τὰ βάθη τοῦ θεοῦ. 10 

§ XI. 

ii 12-15 [Ἡμεῖς δὲ οὐ τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ κόσμου ἐλάβομεν ἀλλὰ τὸ πνεῦμα 
τὸ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ, ἵνα εἰδῶμεν τὰ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ χαρισθέντα ἡμῖν ἃ καὶ 
λαλοῦμεν οὐκ ἐν διδακτοῖς ἀνθρωπίνης σοφίας λόγοις, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν διδακτοῖς 
πνεύματος, πνευματικοῖς πνευματικὰ συγκρίνοντες. ψυχικὸς δὲ ἄνθρωπος οὐ 
δέχεται τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ θεοῦ, μωρία γὰρ αὐτῷ ἐστίν, καὶ οὐ δύναται 
γνῶναι ὅτι πνευματικῶς ἀνακρίνεται. ὁ δὲ πνευματικὸς ἀνακρίνει μὲν πάντα, 
αὐτὸς δὲ ὑπ᾽ οὐδενὸς dvaxpiverat. | 
22. Cf, x Cor. ἱ το 26. Sir. i 26 
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46 Κατανοήσωμεν τὰ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ χαρισθέντα ἡμῖν ἐὰν yap μὴ γένηται τὸ 
πνεῦμα τὸ ἐκ τοῦ θεοῦ διδάσκον ἡμᾶς ἐν ἡμῖν, οὐ δυνάμεθα λέγειν ὅτι οἴ- 
Sapev τὰ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ χαρισθέντα ἡμῖν, καὶ γὰρ οὐδεὶς οἶδεν τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ εἰ μὴ 

5 τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ. 

ἃ καὶ λαλοῦμεν φησὶν οὐκ ἐν διδακτοῖς ἀνθρωπίνης σοφίας λόγοις ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐν διδακτοῖς πνεύματος καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς. αἱ σοφίαι πᾶσαι τοῦ κόσμου τούτου 
λόγοι εἰσὶ διδακτοὶ ἀνθρώπων, ἃ μανθάνει τις καθ᾽ ἕκαστον τῶν λογικῶν 

41 τεχνῶν᾽ τὰ δὲ διδακτὰ τοῦ πνεύματος οὐ διδάσκει: καὶ οὐκ ἂν λέγοις 
10 ὅτι ὃ διδάσκαλος ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος περὶ ὧν λέγει διδαχθεὶς ἐδίδαξεν. 
τὸ γὰρ πνεῦμα ἐν αὐτῷ τυγχάνον ζητοῦντι καὶ ἐρευνῶντι τὴν ἀλήθειαν 
ἐλλάμπει, καὶ οὕτως ἀεὶ τῇ ἀνάκδινώςει τοῦ νοὸς εὑρίσκει ἃ μὴ μεμάθηκεν 
παρὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων. Ava τοῦτο ὁ Σωτὴρ φησὶ Mi ζητήσῃς διδάσκαλον ἐπὶ 
τῆς γῆς" εἷς γάρ éctin ὑμῶν ὁ διδάοκαλοο, ὁ πδτὴρ ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρὰνοῖς, ἢ εἷς éctin 
15 ὑμῶν ὃ καθηγητὴς ὁ Χριοτός. ὀλίγα τινὰ ὑποβάλλει ἄνθρωπος, φέρε εἰπεῖν 
Παῦλος διδάσκων Τιμόθεον, καὶ λαβὼν ἀφορμὰς ὁ Τιμόθεος ἔρχεται καὶ αὐτὸς 
ἐπὶ τὴν πηγὴν ὅπου ἐλήλυθεν ὃ Παῦλος καὶ ἀρύεται καὶ γίνεται Τιμόθεος ἴσος 
Παύλου. 
Πῶς δὲ διδάσκεταί τις ἀπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος, κατανοητέον ἀπὸ τῶν ἀποστολικῶν 
20 λόγων πναυματικοῖς γὰρ πναυματικὰ συγαρίνοντοι, τῷ συνεξενάζειν τήνδε τὴν 
λέξιν τῇδε τῇ λέξει καὶ τὰ ὅμοια συνάγειν, ἀνακαλύπτεται ὡσπερεὶ ὃ νοῦς τῆς 
γραφῆς. οὕτω γὰρ συνίημι τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ γίνομαι διδακτὸς πνεύματος. οὐ 
μόνον (τῷ) τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος μεμαθηκέναι τοῦ κινήσαντος τὸν Ἡσαΐαν, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ τῷ τὸ αὐτὸ πνεῦμα ἐσχηκέναι ὅπερ ἔκλεισεν καὶ ἐσφράγισεν τοὺς Ἡσαΐου 
28 λόγους: εἰ μὴ γὰρ τὸ πνεῦμα ἀνοίξῃ τοὺς λόγους τῶν προφητῶν, οὐ δύναται 
ἀνοιχθῆναι τὰ κεκλεισμένα. 

Ἐπεὶ δὲ ταῦτα εἶπεν, ἀναγκαίως ἐπιφέρει ὅτι εἰσί τινες ἄνθρωποι μὴ παρα- 
δεχόμενοι τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ θεοῦ, οὐ διὰ τὴν φύσιν ὡς οἴονται οἱ ἑτερό- 
δοξοι ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ μὴ παρ(ε)σκευακέναι ἑαυτούς. ψυχικὸς γὰρ ἄνθρωπος οὐ 

30 δέχεται τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, ψυχικὸς γὰρ jv’ ὅτε (δὲ) ἔκλινεν εἰς θεοσέβειαν 
καὶ παρεδέξατο τὸ πνεῦμα, γέγονε πνευματικός. 

καὶ οὐ δύναται γνῶναι ὁ ψυχικὸς ὅτι πνευματικῶς ἀνακρίνεται᾽ οὐκ οἶδεν 
διὰ τοῦτο (ὃ) ἀκούει ὅτι ἀνακρίνεται πνευματικῶς, καὶ AoKIMAZOMENH γε καὶ δύνδμιο 
ἐλέγχει τοὺς ἄφρονας οἷον ἐὰν λέγω ἀπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος διδαχθείς, καὶ δυνάμει 

35 λέγω, καὶ & ἀκροατὴς δοκιμάζων τὴν δίναριν δοα( ) καὶ μὴ συγκατάθησαι, 

ΧΙ 12. Rom. xii 2 13-15. Cf. Matt. xxiii 8, 9, 10 25. Cf. 15. xxix 11 

33-34, 36-37. Sap. Sol. i 3 


XI. 13-15. See also Orig. Hom. xii in Hieremiam, § 1 (ed. Klostermann, Ρ. 85). 
XI 23. om. τῷ MS 29. παρασκευακέναι MS per incuriam 130. πνεύματος" 
ψυχικὸς γὰρ ἦν ὅτε MS 32. οὐκ οἷδεν διὰ τοῦτο ὅ Armitage Robinson: οὐκ 


οἶδεν. διὰ τοῦτο MS 34-35. διδαχθείς. καὶ... λέγω" καὶ ὁ ἀκροατὴς... δύναμιν. 
δοκεῖ καὶ μὴ συγκατάθηται" δοκιμαζομένη MS 
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AOKIMAZOMENH H δύναμις ἐλέγχει τοὺς ἄφρονδο. καὶ ἔστιν οὐχ ὡς ἐκεῖνος ἀποδο- 
κιμάσας τὸ λεγόμενον ὅσον τὸ λεγόμενον ἀπεδοκίμασεν ἐκεῖνον’ εἰς γὰρ 
KAKOTEXNON ψγχὴν οὐκ εἰοελεύςετδι οοφίὰ οὐδὲ κατοικήοει ἐν C@MATI κἀτάχρεῳ 
ἁμδρτίδο. 

Ὁ δὲ πνευματικὸς ἀνακρίνει μὲν πάντα, αὐτὸς δὲ ὑπ᾽ οὐδενὸς ἀνακρίνεται, 48 
ὃ μηκέτι κατὰ CApKA TEPITIAT@N ἀλλὰ KaTA πνεῦμά καὶ ἀεὶ τῇ ἐπιμελείᾳ adf(w)v 41 
αὐτὸ καὶ ἀνάζωπγρῶν τὸ χάριομὰ τοῦ θεοῦ ἐπὶ πλεῖον, ἑαυτῷ κατασκευάζει 
τὸ γενέσθαι πνευματικός" γενόμενος δὲ ἱκανός ἐστιν ἀνακρίνειν τὰ πάντα, τὰ 
Ἑλλήνων, τὰ βαρβάρων, τὰ σοφῶν, τὰ ἀνοήτων: αὐτὸν δὲ οὐδεὶς δύναται 
ἀνακρῖναι διὰ τὸ μέγεθος τῆς διανοίας αὐτοῦ καὶ (τῶν) διαλογισμῶν αὐτοῦ. 45 
εἰ δὲ θέλεις ἐπιγινώσκειν τὸν πνευματικόν, ἀπὸ τῶν καρπῶν αὐτῶν ἐπιγνώρεοθζε) 
aytoyc, τίνες δὲ οἱ καρποὶ τοῦ πνεύματος ἀφ᾽ ὧν δεῖ νοεῖν τίς ὃ πνευματικός ; 
ἄκουε τοῦ ἀποστόλου λέγοντος ὁ Aé κλρπὸς τοῦ πνεύματός ἐστιν ἀγλπη, χἀρά, 
εἰρήνη, MAKPOBYMiAa, χρηοτότηο, ἀγδθωούνη, πίοτιο, πρδότης, ἐγκράτειδ᾽ ὅπου ταῦτα, 
ἐκεῖ τὸ πνεῦμα, ἐκεῖνος πνευματικός: ὅπου δὲ τούτων τι λείπει, οὔπω πνευ- Ξο 
ματικός ἐστιν ἐκεῖνος. 


§ XII. 
iii 1- ἃ [Κἀγώ, ἀδελφοί, οὐκ ἠδυνήθην ὑμῖν λαλῆσαι ὡς πνευματικοῖς ἀλλ᾽ 
ὡς σαρκίζνγοις, ὡς νηπίοις ἐν Χριστῷ. γάλα ὑμᾶς ἐπότισα, καὶ οὐ βρῶμα, οὔ- 
πω γὰρ ἐδύνασθε, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ ἔτι νῦν δύνασϑε.] 


[Ὠριγένους] 

Τῶν ἀκουόντων οἱ μὲν τέλειοί εἰσιν, οἱ πνευματικοί, περὶ ὧν καὶ πρώην 51 
ἐλέγομεν᾽ οἱ δὲ μὴ ὄντες πνευματικοὶ πιστεύοντες δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν Χριστόν, ὡς 
λέγει ὁ ἀπόστολος, νήπιοι ἐν Χριστῷ καὶ σάρκινοι ἐν Χριστῷ ἐγὼ γὰρ ἀπὸ 
κοινοῦ ἀκούω τοῦ Ἐν Χριστῷ χρεία οὖν μαθημάτων τοῖς μὴ τελειοτέροις 5 
καὶ μηδέπω τεγγμνδομένοις ἐν ταῖς ἱεραῖς γραφαῖς ὑποδεεστέρων, ἅτινα ὠνό- 
pace ὃ ἀπόστολος γάλα εἶναι: γάλα γάρ φησιν ἐπότισα ὑμᾶς οὐ βρῶμα" 
οὔπω γὰρ ἐδύνασθε, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ ἔτι νῦν δύνασθε. ἀναφορὰν δὲ νομίζω εἶναι ἐν 
ταῖς πνευματικαῖς (T)p{o) dais γάλακτος, βρώματος, Βρώοεως ἀληθινῆς, ctepedc 
τροφῆς, οδρκὸς τοῦ λόγου, καὶ λάχάνογ πνευματικοῦ. καὶ ταῦτα τολμῶ λέγειν 
πειθόμενος ταῖς γραφαῖς" οὐ γὰρ εἶπεν πᾶσαν πνευματικὴν τροφὴν ἀληθῆ 
εἶναι Βρῶειν, λέγων καὶ cApz moy ἀληθής Βρῶειο. ποῖα οὖν οὐ οτερεὰ τροφή, 
τὰ ἠθικώτερα καὶ ὅσα ἐν τοῖς ἠθικοῖς ἀσθενέστερα, κατὰ ογγγνώμην λεγόμενα 
oy kat ἐπιταγών, διὰ τὴν ἀσθένειαν τῶν ἀκουόντων οἰκονομούμενα. ὅσα δὲ 

37-39 Sap. Sol.i4 42. Rom. viii 4 43. 2 Tim. i 6 47. Matt. vii 16 


48-9. Gal. v 22-23 XII 6. Hebr. v 14 9, 11-12, Io. vi55 9, 12, Hebr, 
vi2,14 10, Rom. xiv2 13-14. 1 Cor. vii 6 


XII 2. πρώην ἐλέγομεν, These words suggest an extract from Homilies. Cf. 
also § XV 19 


41. αὔξον MS 45- om. τῶν MS 46. ἐπιγνώσεσθαι MS per incuriam 
XII σαρκικοῖς male 9. τροφαῖς scripsi: γραφαῖς MS 
VOL. IX, R 
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15 ἐν ἠθικοῖς τελειοτέρα διδασκαλία ἐν ἀκροαταῖς φιλομαθέσι καὶ φιλοπόνοις, 
ταῦτα εἴποιμι ἂν ἐν ἠθικοῖς «τερεὰν τροφήν, τὴν περὶ ἁγνείας τελείας, τὴν περὶ 
παρθενίας ἢ σωφροσύνης, τὴν περὶ μαρτυρίου: ταῦτα creped τροφή. οτερεὰ 
δὲ τροφὴ ἐν μυστικοῖς ἡ περὶ Πατρὸς καὶ Ὑἱοῦ. οὕτω δὲ καὶ ὃ νόμος ὅτε 
μὲν crepean παραδίδωσι τροφήν, ὅτε δὲ ὑποδεεστέραν. οἷον ἐρχόμεθα ἐπὶ τὸν 

20 λόγον τὸν περὶ τῶν ὄφεων τῶν ἀναιρούντων τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραὴλ διὰ τὸν 
γογγυσμόν' ἐὰν ἁπλούστερον ἀναγινώσκωμεν, λέγομεν Mudé γογγύήζωμεν, 
καθάπερ τινὲς δὐτῶν ἐγόγγγοδν, Kai ἀπώλοντο ὑπὸ τῶν ὄφεων. ἐὰν δὲ μυστικὸν 
λόγον δύνζη )γται ἀκούειν ὃ ἀκροατής. λέγομεν τίνες οἱ ὄφεις καὶ τίς ὃ ὄφις ὃ ἐπὶ 
τοῦ ξύλου κρεμασθείς, καὶ πῶς σώζεται πρὸς ἐκεῖνον τὸν ὄφιν ἰδών, καὶ 

25 οὕτως καθ᾽ ἑκάστην γραφὴν πνευματικήν. 

δ828 Tives δέ εἰσιν οἱ γάλακτι ποτιζόμενοι δηλώσει ὁ Πέτρος ἐν τῇ ἐπιστολῇ 
λέγων ὡς ἀρτιγέννητὰ Βρέφη τὸ λογικὸν ἄδολον γάλὰ ἐπιποθήοδτε᾽ καὶ ἐν τῇ 
πρὸς Ἑβραίους δὲ καὶ γεγόνατε ypeian ἔχοντες γάλακτος Kai OY CTEpedc τροφῆς" 
πᾶς γὰρ ὁ μετέχων γάλακτος ἄπειρος Adroy δικδιοούνης" νήπιος γάρ ἐςτιν' τελείων 

29 λέ éctin Hi οτερεὰ τροφή, τῶν διὰ τὴν ἕξιν τὰ δἰοθητήριὰ γεγγμνδομένδ ἐχόντων 
πρὸς διάκριοιν KAAOY τε καὶ κἀκοῦ. 


§ XIII. 
iii 3-5 [Ὅπου γὰρ ἐν ὑμῖν ζῆλος καὶ Epes καὶ διχοστασίαι, οὐχὶ odp- - 
xt(v)ot ἐστε καὶ κατὰ ἄνθρωπον περιπατεῖτε ; ὅτ᾽ ἂν γὰρ λέγῃ τις ᾿Εγὼ μὲν 
εἰμὶ Παύλου: ἕτερος δὲ ᾿Εγὼ ᾿Απολλώ" οὐκ ἄνθρωποί ἐστε :} 


[[Ὠριγένου»] 
Τῶν ἐν ἀνθρώποις ἁμαρτημάτων τὰ ἐλάττονά ἐστι ζῆλος καὶ Epes. ἐὰν ἐν 
πορνείᾳ τις ἔσται, οὐκέτι σάρκινος ὃ τοιοῦτός ἐστιν ἀλλὰ χείρων ἢ σάρκινος. 
᾿ς at δ᾽ ἂν εἴη ὃ τοιοῦτος, εἴδωμεν. ἐγὼ νομίζω διαφορὰν εἶναι σαρκίνου καὶ 
5 χοϊκοῦ Ὡς épopécamen, φησί, τὴν εἰκόνα τοῦ χοϊκοῦ, dopécwmen καὶ τὴν 
εἰκόνὰ τοῦ ἐπογράνίου. ἐὰν οὖν τὰ πρὸς θάνατον ἁμδρτάνης, οὐκ εἶ σάρκινος 
53 ἀλλὰ χοϊκός: ἐὰν δὲ ἁμαρτάνῃς μέν, οὐ πρὸς θάνατον δέ, οὐ χοϊκὸς τέλεον 
οὐδὲ ἀποπεπτωκζὼ)ς τῆς χάριτος τοῦ Χριστοῦ, ἀλλὰ σάρκινος εἶ τότε. 
καὶ τῶν περιπάτων δὲ ἡμῶν ὁ μέν τίς ἐστι κατὰ ἄνθρωπον, ὁ δὲ κατὰ θεόν. 
10 ἐὰν ὡς οἱ πολλοὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων περιπατῶμεν, κατὰ ἄνθρωπον περιπατοῦμεν" ἐὰν 
δὲ κατὰ τὸ λάμψάτω τὸ φῶς ὑμῶν ἔμπροοθεν τῶν ἀνθρώπων, διαφέρομεν τῶν 
πολλῶν καὶ οὐ κατὰ ἄνθρωπον περιπατοῦμεν. σαφὴς οὖν ὁ βίος τῷ δυναμένῳ 
βλέπειν ποῖός ἐστιν ὃ κατὰ ἄνθρωπον καὶ ποῖος ὁ κατὰ θεόν. 
ὅταν γάρ τις λέγῃ Ἐγὼ μέν εἶμι Παύλου, ἐγὼ δὲ ᾿Απολλώ, ἐγὼ δὲ Κηφᾶ. 
15 καὶ τούτοις προσέχωμεν. ὀψόμεθα ὅτι ἡμεῖς ἐνίοτε οὐδὲ ἄνθρωποι ἀλλὰ χεῖρον 
ἢ ἄνθρωποί ἐσμεν. ὃ γὰρ λέγων τότε Ἐγώ εἶμι ᾿Απολλώ, ἔλεγεν περὶ ἀνδρὸς 
ΧΙ 20 ff. Num. xxi6 ff. 21. 1Cor.x10 27. 1Pet.ii2 27ff. Heb. v1a-14 
XIII 5-6. 1 Cor.xv 49 6-7. lo. v 16-17 [1Ἡ1. Matt. v τό 
XII 23. δύνηται scripsi: δίναται MS = XIII 8, ἀποπεπτωκώς Armitage Robinson: 
ἀποπέπτωκας MS 13. ᾿Απολλῶ MS passim 15. προσεχόμενα Turner : κηφᾶ" 
καὶ τούτοις προσέχωμεν. ὀψόμεθα MS 


DOCUMENTS 243 


ἐλλογίμου καὶ ἁγίου καὶ μακαρίου: ὃ λέγων Ἐγώ εἶμι Παύλου, περὶ ἀνδρὸς A€yer 
ἀποστόλου ἱεροῦ καὶ μακαρίου. ἐνίοτε δὲ γίνονται προσκλίσεις οὐ παραπλησίως 
τῇ προσκλίσει Παύλου ἢ ᾿Απολλώ, ἀλλὰ προσκλίνεταί τις ἁμαρτωλῷ ἐνίοτε 
καὶ ἑτεροδόξῳ. εἰ οὖν οὗτοι ἄνθρωποί εἰσι καὶ κἀτὰ CApKa περιπατοῦσιν, οἷ 20 
λέγοντες ᾿Εγὼ ᾿Απολλὼ ἐγὼ δὲ Παύλου ὅτ᾽ ἂν σὺ λέγῃς ἑαντὸν τινὸς ὕὑποδεε- 
στέρου εἶναι, δῆλον ὅτι οὐκέτι οὐδὲ ἄνθρωπος (εἶ) ἀλλὰ καὶ χεῖρον ἢ ἄνθρωπος" 
καὶ ἴσως λελέξεται πρὸς σὲ Ὄφεις renntimata ἐχιδνῶν. 


§ XIV. 
iii 6-8 [ἐγὼ ἐφύτευσα, ᾿Απολλὼς ἐπότισεν, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ θεὸς ηὕὔξανεν' ὥστε 
οὔτε ὁ φυτεύων ἐστί τι οὔτε ὁ ποτίζων, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ αὐξάνων θέος.. . . ἕκαστος δὲ 
τὸν ἴδιον μισθὸν λήψεται κατὰ τὸν ἴδιον κόπον. 


[Ὠριγένου»] 

Ei ἐφύτευσεν ὁ Παῦλος, συνεφύτευσε τῷ φυτεύοντι προηγουμένως θεῷ" εἰ δά 
ἐπότισεν ᾿Απολλώς, συνεπότισε τῷ προηγουμένως ποτίσαντι Χριστῷ" φυτεύει 
γὰρ ὃ θεός: διὸ γέγραπται πλοὰ φγτείδ ἣν οὐκ ἐφύτεγοεν ὁ Manip Moy 6 οὐράνιος 
ἐκριζωθήςετδι" καὶ πάλιν ὁ πατήρ μογ ὁ γεωργός éctin, οὖν Kapmoyc 5 
ἵνα μὴ ἑκκοπῶμεν κατὰ τὴν ἄκαρπον ογκῆν. πᾶν γὰρ δένδρον μὴ ποιοῦν καρπὸν 
κἀλὸν ἐκκόπτετδι καὶ εἰς πῦρ BAAAeTal. ἐπέχωμεν μὴ λεχθῇ περὶ ἡμῶν ἔμεινδ 
ἵνα ποιήσῃ οτἀφγλήν, ἐποίηοεν δὲ ἀκάνθας, ἐὰν γὰρ ταῦτα εἴπῃ περὶ 
ἡμῶν, ἐρεῖ καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς Νῦν οὖν AnarreA® Ti ποιήσω τῷ ἀμπελῶνϊ μογ. ἀφελῶ τὸν 10 
φράγμὸν δὐτοῦ καὶ ἔοτδι εἰς διδρπάγήν, Kai κἀθελῶ τὸν τοῖχον αὐτοῦ Kai ἔσται εἰς 
κἀτάπάτημδ. 

§ XV. 

iii 9-15 [θεοῦ γάρ ἐσμεν συνεργοί" θεοῦ γεώργιον, θεοῦ οἰκοδομή ἐστε. 
κατὰ τὴν χάριν τοῦ θεοῦ τὴν δοθεῖσάν μοι ὡς σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων θεμέλιον 
τέθεικα, ἄλλος δὲ ἐποικοδομεῖ. ἕκαστος δὲ βλεπέτω πῶς ἐποικοδομεῖ" θεμέλιον 
γὰρ ἄλλον οὐδεὶς δύναται θεῖναι παρὰ τὸν κείμενον, ὅς ἐστιν ᾿Ιησοῦς Χριστός" 
εἰ δέ τις ἐποικοδομεῖ ἐπὶ τὸν θεμέλιον τοῦτον χρυσζί)ον, ἀργύρ(ινον, λίθους 
τιμίους, ξύλα, χόρτον, καλάμην, ἑκάστου τὸ ἔργον φανερὸν γενήσεται, ἡ γὰρ 
ἡμέρα δηλώσει’ ὅτι ἐν πυρὶ ἀποκαλύπτεται, καὶ ἑκάστου τὸ ἔργον ὁποῖόν 
ἐστι τὸ πῦρ δοκιμάσει. εἴ τινος τὸ ἔργον μενεῖ ὃ ἐπῳκοδόμησε, μισθὸν 
λήψεται: εἴ τινος τὸ ἔργον κατακαήσεται, ζημιωθήσεται, αὐτὸς δὲ σωθή- 
σεται, οὕτως δὲ ὡς διὰ πυρός.] 


[Ὠριγένους] 

Ἐπεὶ οὐ μόνον γεώργιον ἀλλὰ καὶ θεοῦ οἰκοδομή ἐσμεν, ζητῶ τὸν ἀρχι- 56 
τέκτονα τῆς οἰκοδομῆς καὶ τοὺς συνεργοῦντας αὐτῷ. τοῦτο γὰρ νοῶν ὁ 
ἀπόστολος φησὶ κατὰ τὴν χάριν τὴν δοθεῖσάν μοι ὡς σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων 

20. 2 οΥ.Χ 2 23. Matt. xxiii 33 XIV 4. Matt. xv 13 5. Io. 
xv I Le. xiii 7 6. Matt. vii 19 7. Is. Ὁ 9. In. ν 5 

XIII 22. om. εἶ MS XV 2. ζήτει Turner 

R2 


| 


244 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


‘5 θεμέλιον τέθεικα: τὴν yap ἐν Κορίνθῳ ἐκκλησίαν πρὸ τοῦ ἀποστόλου 
οὐδαμῶς (οὖσαν) ὑπέστησεν ὁ Παῦλος. καὶ ἐπειδὴ σχίσματα ἦν ἐν αὐτοῖς 
φησὶν ὅτι δοθείσης μοι χάριτος ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ ὡς σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων ἔθηκα τὸν 
θεμέλιον, ἄλλος δὲ ἐποικοδομεῖ’ εἰ γὰρ ἕτερος μετελθὼν ἐπὶ τὸν θεμέλιον τῆς 
ἐκκλησίας ἐποικοδομεῖ, ἐκεῖνος οὔκ ἐστιν ἀρχιτέκτων τῆς ἐκκλησίας ἀλλ᾽ ἐποικο- 

10 δομεῖ τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ᾽ εἰ θέλεις οὖν ἰδεῖν ὅτι σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων ὁ Παῦλος, 
ἄκουε αὐτοῦ Ard ‘lepoycadtim καὶ μέχρι τοῦ ᾿Ιλλγρικοῦ πεπλήρωκδ τὸ εὐλγγέλιον 
τοῦ θεοῦ, φιλοτιμούήμενος εὐάΓγγελίζεοθαι οὐχ ὅπογ ὠνομάσθη Χριοτός, ina μὴ ἐπ᾽ 
ἀλλότριον θεμέλιον οἰκοδομῶ. καὶ οὐ μόνον ὡς σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων θεμέλιον 
κατεβάλλετο, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀρχιτεκτονικὰ οἱονεὶ βιβλία ἔγραψεν, πῶς δεῖ τὸν 

15 ἀρχιτέκτονα οἰκοδομεῖν OiKiAN, ὁποῖον Aci τὸν ἐπίοκοπον εἶνδι πρεσβυτέρους τε 
καὶ διακόνους καὶ τὸ ὑπόλοιπον τῆς ἐκκλησίας πλήρωμα" ταῦτα γὰρ πάντα 
οἱονεὶ νόμοι ἀρχιτεκτονικοὶ ἦσαν. 

ἤλλλος οὖν φησὶν ἐποικοδομεῖ" ἕκαστος δὲ βλεπέτω πῶς ἐποικοδομεῖ. 
τοῦτο γὰρ κἀμοὶ λέγει, ἵνα μὴ ἀμεριμνῶν ἐποικοδομῶ, εἰδὼς ὅτι τὸ ἔργον ὃ 

20 ἐποικοδομῶ ὁποῖόν ἐστι τὸ πῦρ αὐτὸ δοκιμάσει ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ. φρον- 
τίζω δὲ μήποτε ᾿ἐποικοδομῶν ξύλα χόρτον καλάμην ἐποικοδομήσω. ἐὰν γὰρ 

᾿ προσαγάγω ψυχὰς ἀκρίτως τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ φαύλας, προσήγαγον τῷ καλῷ 
θεμελίῳ Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ ξύλα, ἄλλους Χόρτον, καὶ ἄλλους καλάμην" ὥσπερ 
πάλιν ἐάν τινες διαλάμψζων)σιν ἐκ τῆς οἰκοδομῆς, καὶ τοσοῦτον διαλάμ- 

25 ψζω)σιν ὥστε εὑρεθῆναί τινας ἀνάλογον τοῖς γεγραμμένοις περὶ τῆς Ἱερου- 
σαλὴμ. καὶ τοῦ ναοῦ λίθογς ἐκλεκτούο καὶ λίθογο κργοτάλλογ καὶ λίθους οςἀπφείρογ 
καὶ λίθους ὅσους ὠνόμασεν ἐκεῖ, δῆλον ὅτι ἐπῳκοδόμησα τῷ θεμελίῳ 
λίθους τιμίους. καὶ ἐπειδὴ (δεῖ) τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τὴν οἰκοδομὴν 
καὶ χρυσίον ἔχειν ὥσπερ ὃ ναὸς ὃν Σολομὼν φκοδόμησεν σύμβολον ναοῦ 

30 ἔχοντος χρυσὸν καὶ ἄργυρον πολύν, ἐὰν ἄλλος τις ἔλθῃ ἐποικοδομούμενος 
τιμιώτερος ἀργυρίου εὑρεθείη ἂν χρυσός. εὐλαβοῦμζαι) δὲ ἐγὼ μή ποτε δι᾽ 
ἐμοῦ ξύλον εἰσέλθῃ καὶ χόρτος καὶ καλάμη, καὶ ὃ tadainwpoc ἐγὼ (κἂν ἄλλως 
κριθῶ ἄξιος σωτηρίας" ἐπεὶ γέγραπται αὐτὸς δὲ σωθήσεται, οὕτως δὲ ὡς διὰ 
πυρός) οὕτως σωθῶ ὡς αἴτιος γενόμενος, τῷ μὴ κεχωρηκέναι τὴν χάριν 

35 μηδὲ καλῶς φκοδομηκέναι, τοῦ τὴν οἰκοδομὴν πεπληρωκέναι ξύλων, χόρτου, 
καλάμης, ὅπερ οὐ βούλεται ὁ λόγος τοῦ θεοῦ" τὸ γὰρ ἔργον ὁποῖόν ἐστιν 
ἑκάστου-τὸ πῦρ δοκιμάσει. 

Θέλω δὲ καὶ ἄλλως ἀπογράψασθαι τὸ Θεμέλιον γὰρ ἄλλον οὐδεὶς δύναται 
θεῖναι παρὰ τὸν κείμενον, ὅς ἐστιν Ἰησοῦς Χριστός καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς. ἐξ οὗ ὁ 

40 κύριός μου Ἰησοὺς Χριστὸς ἐπεδήμησεν, οὗτος θεμέλιος εἰς τὸν κόσμον κεκή- 

puxrat καὶ τοῦτον τὸν θεμέλιον ἐν μὲν τῇ Ἰουδαίᾳ οἱ ἀπόστολοι ἔθηκαν, ἐν 


XV 11. Rom, xv 19-20 15. Le. vi 48 t Tim. iii 2; Tit. i 7 
16, τ Tim, iii 8 26. Is, liv 11-12 32. Rom. vii 24 

XV 5. τὴν... ἐκκλησίαν πρὸ τοῦ ἀποστόλον, οὐδαμῶς ὑπέστησεν ὃ Παῦλος MS: 
οὐδαμῶς οὖσαν Armitage Robinson | πρὸ τοῦ ἀποστόλου οὐδαμῶς ὑπέστησεν of idels 
ἄλλος Turner 24-25. διαλάμψουσιν MS 28. om. δεῖ MS 31, εὐλαβουμένω 
δὲ ἐγώ MS 
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δὲ τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ὃ Andctodoc τῶν ἐθνῶν καὶ ὁ συνεργὸς αὐτοῦ Βαρνάβας" 
δεξιὸς γὰρ ἔδωκάν ἐμοὶ καὶ BapnaBa κοινωνίδο, ina ἡμεῖς εἰς τὰ ἔθνη: αὐτοὶ δὲ εἰς 
τὴν περιτομήν. κηρυχθέντος τοίνυν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου, καὶ τοῦ 
θεμελίου τούτου καταβληθέντος, οὐδεὶς δύναται ἄλλον θεμέλιον θεῖναι παρὰ 45 
Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν" οἱ δὲ ἐποικοδομοῦντες, εἰ μὲν ὀρθοδοξοῦσι διὰ τῶν (4) δίων 
δογμάτων καὶ τῶν θείων νοημάτων καὶ τῶν καλῶν λόγων καὶ τῶν ἱερῶν πρά- 
ἕεων, ἐποικοδομοῦσι τῷ θεμελίῳ χρυσὸν ἄργυρον λίθον: τίμιον. χρυσὸς γὰρ 
πολλάκις τετήρηται, ἀντὶ vod Χαμβανόμενος Kai νοημάτων"" εἰ λέγω καλῶς, . 
ἐποικοδομῶ ἄργυρον: εἰ διηγοῦμαι δεόντως καὶ εἰς πολιτείαν προτρέπω καλῶς 5° 
τοὺς ἀκροατάς, λίθους τιμίους ἐποικοδομῶ. ὅσοι μέντοι γε τῶν διδασκόντων 
Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν ἐσφάλησαν τῆς ἀληθείας, ἐπῳκοδόμησαν τῷ θεμελίῳ ξύλα 58 
Χόρτον καλάμην" καὶ εἴποιμι ἂν ὅτι οἱ ἀπὸ τῶν αἱρέσεων πάντες οἱ μὲν 
βλασφημότεροι ξύλα, οἱ δὲ ἔλαττον ἁμαρτήσαντες ἐν τῇ διδασκαλίᾳ χόρτον, οἱ 
δὲ ἐσχνά τινα καὶ ἵν᾿ οὕτως ὀνομάσω ἐλάττονα καλάμην. 55 

Φέρε δὲ καὶ κατὰ τὸ ῥητὸν ἴδωμεν. τοῦτο τὸ λεχθησόμενον ἑνὸς ἑκάστου 
ἡμῶν ἅπτεται" ἕκαστος ἡμῶν παραδεξάμενος τὸν λόγον τοῦ εὐαγγελίου, παρε- 
δέξατο Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν θεμέλιον, ἵν᾽ ἐν πᾶσιν οἷς πράττει καὶ λέγει καὶ 
διανοεῖται ἐποικοδομ( ἢ) τούτῳ τῷ θεμελίῳ. εἰ μὲν οὖν καλὰ νοοῦμεν καὶ 
διανοούμεθα, ἐποικοδομοῦμεν χρυσόν' εἰ ἁγνῶς λέγοντες πάντα λόγον λεγό- 60 
μενον ἁγίως λέγομεν, ἐποικοδομοῦμεν ws ἀργύριον' εἰ πᾶσα wpagi(s). ἣν πράτ- 
τομεν καλή ἐστιν, ἐποικοδομοῦμεν ὡς λίθον τίμιον, τὴν δὲ τιμὴν τῶν λίθων 
καὶ τὴν ποιότητα ὃ θεὸς κρίνει. εἰ μέντοιγε ἁμαρτάνω μετὰ τὸν θεμέλιον, τὰ 
μὲν μεγάλα μοι τῶν ἁμαρτημάτων ξύλα ἔσται, τὰ δὲ ὑποδεέστερα χόρτος, τὰ δὲ 
ἔτι ὑποδεέστερα καλάμη. καὶ ζητῶ μήποτε tai μὲν piLat καὶ τὰ νοήματα, 65 
ὅτ᾽ ἂν ἢ ἐσφαλμένα, ξύλα ἐστί πηγὴ γάρ ἐστι τῶν κακῶν τὰ νοήματα" οἱ 
δὲ λόγοι χόρτος, ἣ δὲ πρᾶξις καλάμη" ὑποδεεστέρα γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ἀξία τῆς 
πράξεως παρὰ τὸν λογισμόν᾽ ὃ φυτεύων δὲ καὶ ὁ ποτίζων ἕν. εἰσιν. 

§ XVI. 

iii 16-20 [οὐκ οἴδατε ὅτι ναὸς θεοῦ ἐστὲ καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ οἰκεῖ 
ἐν ὑμῖν ; εἴ τις τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ φθείρει, φθερεῖ τοῦτον ὁ θεός" ὁ γὰρ ναὸς τοῦ 
θεοῦ ἅγιός ἐστιν οἵτινές ἐστε ὑμεῖς. μηδεὶς ἑαυτὸν ἐξαπατάτω᾽ εἴ τις δοκεῖ 
σοφὸς εἶναι ἐν ὑμῖν ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ, μωρὸς γενέσθω, ἵνα γένηται σοφός. ἡ 
yap σοφία τοῦ κόσμου τούτου μωρία παρὰ τῷ θεῷ ἐστί. γέγραπται γάρ Ὃ 
Apaccémenoc τούς οοφοὺς ἐν τῇ πάνουργίᾳ ἀὐτῶν" καὶ πάλιν Κύριος Toye 
διάλογιομοὺς τῶν σοφῶν ὅτι cici μάταιοι. 


[Ὠριγένους] 

Εἰ θέλεις ἀληθινὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ μαθεῖν, ζήτει λίθογε zantac καὶ καθαροὺς 64 
42. Rom. xi 13 43. Gal. iig 57. Cf. Mc. iv 20 XVI 2. 1 Pet. ii 5 
XV 46. ἀϊδίων vel ὑγιῶν Turner: ἰδίων MS 56. εἴδωμεν ΜΒ 59, ἐποικο- 
δομεῖ MS 61. πᾶσαν πρᾶξιν MS 65. al μὲν ῥίζαι MS: in archetypo 
fortasse αἱ μὲν ῥίζαί (εἰσι τὰ νοήματα) καὶ τὰ νοήματα κτλ. 67. ἡ καλάμη MS 

ἡ ἀξία Turner : τῇ ἀξίᾳ MS XVI 2. καθαρῶς Turner 
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λελατομημένους, ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγου βεβληκότας, καὶ ἑστῶτας τετραγώνους, μηδὲν 
ἔχοντας ἄστατον μηδὲ κυλιόμενον" εἰ γὰρ καὶ λίθοι ἅγιοι κγλίονται ἐπὶ τῆς Γῆς, 
§ ἀλλ᾽ οἱ λατόμοι οὐκ ἐῶσιν αὐτοὺς μέχρι τέλους κυλίεσθαι. ὑμεῖς οὖν ὡς λίθοι 
ζῶντες οἰκοδομεῖοθε οἶκος πνεγμδτικὸς εἰς ἱεράτεγμὰ ἅγιον, ἀνενέγκδι πνεγμδτικὰς 
θγεΐας εἰπροολέκτογο θεῷ διὰ “ποοῦ Χριοτοῦ. καὶ παρὰ τῷ ἀποστόλῳ δὲ λέγεται 
ὅτι ἐεμὲν νδὸς οἱ πάντες εἷς, ἑκάστου ἡμῶν λίθου τινὸς ὄντος ἀπὸ τοῦ ναοῦ. 
φ(η)σὶ δὲ οὕτως ἐν τῇ πρὸς "Edecious”Apa οὐκ ἐοτὲ ξένοι Kai πάροικοι ἀλλὰ 
10 ογμπολῖτάι τῶν ἁγίων Kai οἰκεῖοι τοῦ θεοῦ" EMOIKOAOMHOENTEC ἐπὶ τῷ θεμελίῳ 
τῶν ἀποστόλων Kai τῶν προφητῶν, ὄντος ἀκρογωνιδίου Incoy Χριοτοῦ" ἐν 
ᾧ wica οἰκοδομὴ cynapmoAoroyménn ayzer εἰς νδὸν ἅγιον ἐν Kypi@’ ἐν ᾧ καὶ 
ὑμεῖς ογνοικοδομεῖοθε εἰς “κατοικητήριον τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν πνεύμάτι. Δεῖ οὖν μηδένα 
λίθον ἀνάρμοστον εἶναι τῇ οἰκοδομῇ: ἐὰν γὰρ δύο φησὶ cympwniicwcin ἐξ 
15 ὑμῶν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς 'περὶ παντὸς πράγματος OY ἐὰν aiTHCWNTal, γενήςετδσι αὐτοῖς 
παρὰ τοῦ πατρός moy τοῦ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς. πόσῳ οὖν πλέον, ἐὰν πάντες 
οἱ λίθοι συμφωνήσωσιν εἰς μίαν ἁρμονίαν καὶ γένηται πάντων ἡ Kapadia 
καὶ ἡ ψυχὴ mia, ἡ εὐχὴ αὐτῶν δυνήσεται καὶ ἰσχύσει; καλὸν οὖν ἐστὶ τὸ αὐτὸ 
λέγειν πάντας ἡμᾶς ἵνα ὦμεν KaTHPTICMENO! ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ νοῖ καὶ τῇ αὐτῇ γνώμη" 
20 οὕτως γάρ ἐστε οἰκοδομὴ CYNAPMOAOTOYMENH εἰς νδὸν ἅγιον ἐν κγρίῳ. 

Δύναται δὲ καὶ ἕκαστος ἡμῶν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν εἶναι ναὸς ἑτέρῳ λόγῳ" εἰ γὰρ 
ναός ἐστιν ὃ ἔχων δόξαν θεοῦ, πᾶς ὁ ἔχων ἐν ἑαυτῷ δόξαν θεοῦ ναός ἐστι κατὰ 
τοῦτο τοῦ θεοῦ. δόξαν δὲ ἔχει πλείονα ἢ ἐλάττονα ὁ ποιῶν λοξάζεεςθαι τὸ ὄνομα 
τοῦ ἐν τοῖς οὐράνοῖς διὰ τὰς πράξεις αὐτοῦ" διὸ γέγραπται τοὺς δοξά- 

ag ZONTAC me δοξάζω. 

τότε οὖν μάλιστα ἐσόμεθα ναὸς θεοῦ, ἐὰν χωρητικοὺς ἑαυτοὺς κατα- 
σκευάσωμεν τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ θεοῦ. οὐ δύναται μέντοι γε ἔχων τις πνεῦμα 
ἁμαρτίας τινὸς εἶναι ναὸς θεοῦ, ἐπειδήπερ τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ θεοῦ μόνον οἰκεῖ 
ἐν ᾧ κρίνει κατοικεῖν. 

30 εἴ τις τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ φθείρει, φθερεῖ τοῦτον ὁ θεός. Τὸ ὅσον ἐφ᾽ 

' ἑαυτῷ ἕκαστος, κἂν λίθος ἦ, φθείρει τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ ἁμαρτήσας, 

καὶ ὁ σκάνδαλον δέ τι παρέχων τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ φθείρει τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ" 

κυριώτερον δὲ φθείρει τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ ὁ πορνεύων, ἐπειδήπερ τὰ coomata 

ὑμῶν νδὸς τοῦ ἐν ὑμῖν ἁγίου πνεύματός ἐστιν οὗ ἔχετε ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. λέγε- 

38 ται οὖν ἄφθορος ὁ καθαρός, ἐφθαρμένη δὲ ἡ μηκέτι παρθένος, ὡς δὴ τοῦ ἔργου 

τούτου μόνου φθείροντος. εἴπερ οὖν τοῦτο ἔργον φθορᾶς ἐστιν, τοῦτο μάλιστα 

φυλαξώμεθα. ἐπεὶ καὶ ὃ κύριος μετὰ πάντων τῶν ἀγάπώντων τὸν θεὸν ἐστὶν 
ἐν ἀφθαρείλ. 


XVI 4. Zech, ix 16 5 ff. τ Pet. iis 8. 2 Cor. vi τό, cf. τ: Cor. x17 
off. Eph. ii 19-22 14. Matt. xviii 19 17. Act. iv 32, ef. Iac. v 16 
20. 1 Cor. i 10 22. Apoc. xxi 11 23. Matt. v 16 24. 1 Sam. ii 30 


32f. 1 Cor. vi 19 37. Eph. vi 24 


XVI 12. Cf. note on Orig. in Ep. ad Eph. (J.7.S. iii 407) and Armitage Robinson's 
Commentary on Ephesians p. 297 


XVI 9. φασί MS 20. ἔσται Turner 
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καὶ ταῦτα μὲν ἰδίαν ἔσχεν περιγραφήν: ἐπειδὴ δὲ Κορίνθιοι μέγα ἐφρόνουν 
ἐπὶ τῇ τοῦ κόσμου σοφίᾳ, διὰ τοῦτο φησὶ πρὸς αὐτούς Εἴ τις δοκεῖ σοφὸς 4o 
εἶναι ἐν ὑμῖν (οὐχὶ εἴ τις σοφός ἐστιν ἀλλὰ δοκεῖ σοφὸς εἶναι ἐν ὑμῖν), ἐν 
τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ μωρὸς γενέσθω οὐκ εἶπεν ἁπλῶς μωρός, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ, 
ὡς γὰρ πρὸς τὸν αἰῶνα τοῦτον μωροὺς ἡμᾶς λέγουσιν. μωρὸς οὖν γενέσθω ἐν 
τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ, ἵν᾽ ἐκ τοῦ τῷ αἰῶνι τούτῳ μωρὸς γεγονέναι γένηται ἀληθῶς 
σοφός" ἡ γὰρ σοφία τοῦ κόσμου τούτου μωρία παρὰ θεῷ ἐστίν. πῶς γὰρ οὐ 45 
μωρὸς ὃ μὴ λέγων μὴ εἶναι πρόνοιαν ἢ ἐξ ἀτόμων καὶ κενοῦ τὰ πάντα συνεστη- 
κέναι ἢ τὴν ἡδονὴν τέλος εἶναι τῶν ἀγαθῶν, καὶ τἄλλα λέγων ὅσα τῆς ἔξω καὶ 
δοκούσης σοφίας ὕθλοι καὶ λῆροι τυγχάνουσιν" οὗτος γὰρ. ἀληθῶς μωρός ἐστιν 
καὶ ταῦτα τὰ δόγματα μωρία εἰσίν. καὶ ἁπαξαπλῶς πᾶσαν Ἑλληνικὴν καὶ 
βαρβαρικὴν ἐξετάζων φιλοσοφίαν ἐρεῖς ὅτι ἐν οἷς διαφωνεῖ πρὸς τὴν Χριστοῦ 50 
διδασκαλίαν μωρία ἐστίν. 

γέγραπται γὰρ Apaccomenoc τοὺς codoyc ἐν τῇ πἀνογργίὰ αὐτῶν. 

Ἐγὼ φημὶ οὐ μέγα πρᾶγμα εἶναι ἐὰν ὃ θεὸς ὡς θεὸς δράξηται τοὺς σοφοὺς 
ἐν τῇ πανουργίᾳ αὐτῶν, (ἀλλ᾽) ἐν Παύλῳ τῷ λέγοντι ἐν οδρκὶ γὰρ ζῶντες οΥ̓ 
κἀτὰ οἀρκὰ οτράτεγόμεθδ᾽ τὰ γὰρ ὅπλὰ τῆς ετρδτείδο ἡμῶν οὐ CapKIKA ἀλλὰ λγνάτὰ 66 
τῷ θεῷ πρὸς KaBaipecin ὀχγρωμάτων᾽ λογιομοὺὴς κἀθδιροΐντες Kai πᾶν ὕψωμα 56 
ἐπδιρόμενον KaTA τῆς γνώζεωο τοῦ θεοῦ. iva δὲ τοῦτο σαφέστερον νοήσῃς, 
ἴδε μοι τὸν Παῦλον ἐπιδημήσαντα ταῖς ᾿Αθήναις καὶ ζητοῦντα πρὸς τοὺς 
πράτγγχάνοντδς ὥστε kai Twas τῶν ᾿Επικογρείων kai Στωικῶν φιλοούφων συμβα- 
λεῖν αὐτῷ, τότε γὰρ τῇ χάριτι τοῦ Χριστοῦ περιεδράσσετο αὐτῶν καὶ ἐδείκνυεν 60. 
αὐτῶν τὰ σοφίσματα: ἐνταῦθα δὲ τοὺς σοφοὺς ὠνομάσθαι νομίζω τοὺς σοφιστάς, 
ὅσοι σοφίσματα περιπεπλεγμένα λέγουσιν οὐκ ἀλήθειαν δὲ διδάσκουσιν. 
καὶ πάλιν Κύριος γινώσκει Toye Aiadoricmoyc τῶν σοφῶν ὅτι εἰοὶ μάτδιο.0. Οὐ 
θαυμαστὸν ἐὰν ὁ Κύριος καθ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ γινώσκει τοὺς διαλογισμοὺς τῶν σοφῶν 
ὅτι εἰσὶ μάταιοι: ἀλλὰ θέλω ἐν ἐμοὶ γενόμενον τὸν Κύριον γινώσκειν τοὺς 65 
διαλογισμοὺς τῶν σοφῶν ὅτι εἰσὶ μάταιοι. ἐὰν γὰρ γένηται ἐν ἐμοὶ Χριοτός, 
δύναταί μοι παραστῆσαι πῶς οἱ διαλογισμοὶ τῶν τοῦ κόσμου σοφῶν εἰσὶ μάταιοι 
καὶ πῶς λάμπει ἡ σοφία μόνη τοῦ θεοῦ νικῶσα καὶ καταπατοῦσα πᾶσαν δοκοῦ- 
σαν σοφίαν. 

54. 2 Cor. x 3-5 58f. Act. xvii 17 66. Gal. ii 20 

54. πανουργίᾳ αὐτῶν" ἐν Παύλῳ MS 

CLAUDE JENKINS. 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 


THE HISTORIA MYSTAGOGICA AND OTHER 
GREEK COMMENTARIES ON THE BYZANTINE 
LITURGY. 


I 


Or older commentaries on the Liturgy of the Byzantine rite four have 
been printed and are more or less well known. 

(1) The Mvoraywyia περὶ τοῦ τίνων σύμβολα τὰ κατὰ τὴν ἁγίαν ἐκκλη- 
σίαν ἐπὶ τῆς συνάξεως τελούμενα καθέστηκε οἵ S. Maximus (+ 666) ; 
being an exposition of the symbolism of the church and of the salient 
points, other than the secrefa, of the Liturgy—the Little Entrance, the 
Lessons, Hymns and Gospel, the Expulsions, the Great Entrance, the 
Kiss, the Creed, the Sanctus, the Lord’s Prayer, the Elevation and the 
Communion—from four several points of view ; following one who is 
referred to as ὃ Γέρων, and influenced by ‘ Dionysius the Areopagite’, 
with whose type of thought and language Maximus has close affinities 
and on whose works he commented. 

(2) The Προθεωρία κεφαλαιώδης περὶ τῶν ἐν τῇ θείᾳ λειτουργίᾳ γινομένων 
συμβόλων καὶ μυστηρίων of Theodore (or Nicolas") of Andida in Pam- 
phylia, about whom nothing else is known.? This treatise was published 
by Mai, from three Vatican MSS, in Patrum nova bibliotheca vi (Rome 
1853) and reprinted in Migne P. G. cxl 417 544. It is a commentary on 
the whole liturgy, mainly in relation to the Life and Passion and Resur- 
rection and Ascension of our Lord. Theodore deliberately omits any 
preliminary ecclesiological exposition, because this has already been 
supplied by ‘an interpretation written under the name of the great 
Basil’ (c. 5). 

» The Λόγος περιέχων τὴν ἐκκλησιαστικὴν ἅπασαν ἱστορίαν καὶ λεπτο- 

w πάντων τῶν ἐν τῇ θείᾳ ἱερουργίᾳ τελουμένων, attributed to 
5. τα of Jerusalem (+ 6 637), of which only a fragment has been 
published, by Mai in Spicilegium Romanum iv, Rome 1840, pp. 31 sqq., 
reprinted in Migne P. G. Ixxxvii cc. 3981 sqq. It consists of scholia 
on the church, its parts and furniture, the ornaments of the ministers, 


1 He is called Nicolas in the title of Cod. Vat. 2146 and in the references in 
Ambros. E 18 sup. (ff. 113-163). On Andida see Lequien Oriens christianus i 
1029 sq. 


3 He is as old as the twelfth century, since he is quoted in the Ambrosian MS 
mentioned in the last note. 
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and more extended comments on the successive points of the liturgy as 
far as to the Great Entrance, where the fragment ends abruptly.’ 

(4) The Ἱστορία ἐκκλησιαστικὴ καὶ μυστικὴ θεωρία, attributed to 
S. Germanus I of Constantinople (+ 733), first printed by Demetrius 
Ducas in Ai θεῖαι λειτουργίαι (Rome 1526), the editio princeps of the 
Byzantine liturgies, and republished by Morel in Λειτουργίαι τῶν ἁγίων 
πατέρων, Paris 1560, by Fronto Ducaeus in Auclarium ii, Paris 1624, 
and by Gallandi in Bibdiotheca veterum patrum xiii, Venice 1779; from 
which last it is reprinted in Migne P. G. xcviii cc. 384 sqq. It isa 
somewhat promiscuous and ill-arranged treatise, dealing in considerable 
detail with a large number of ecclesiological points and with the whole 
of the liturgy, sometimes in the form of scholia, sometimes in the form 
of extended comments. 

Now it is evident on examination that, while Maximus and Theodore 
are original and coherent works, Sophronius and Germanus are compi- 
lations ; and in particular that (1) both Sophronius and Germanus have 
made large use of Theodore, and this independently, since their 
quotations do not coincide nor is either series contained in the other ; 
and (2) the residuum of Sophronius, when the quotations from Theodore 
have been subtracted, still contains matter common to it with 
Germanus. 


What then is the origin of this second element, other than Theodore, 


which is common to Sophronius and Germanus ? 


II 


In Juris ecclesiastici graec. historia et monumenta ii (Paris 1868) 
pp. 287 sqq., Card. Pitra announced that he had discovered a Latin 
version, made for Charles the Bald in 869-870 by Anastasius 
Bibliothecarius, of a Historia mystica attributed to S. Germanus of 
Constantinople, much shorter than the printed Greek text, while agreeing 
generally with it, so far as it went. He printed a few chapters of the 
version ; but he died without being able to fulfil his promise of publish- 
ing the rest, and, as it seemed, without leaving any record of the source 
from which he derived the text. While preparing Liturgies eastern 
and western ¥ made enquiries at the Vatican and of Card. Pitra’s 
literary executor, but was unable to trace the source. Curiously 
enough, two years ago the complete text was twice published, by two 
editors independently of one another. First, Fr S. Petrides, of the 
Augustinians of the Assumption, noticed that in Amalecta sacra 
spicilegio solesmensi parata ii (Frascati 1884) p. 208, Pitra, while 
publishing another extract, had in fact indicated his sources, viz. Cod. 


1 There seems to be another, in some respects more complete, text in Cod. 
Palatin. 367 (xiii c.). 
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711 (ix cent.) of the Municipal Library of Cambrai, and Cod. 18556 
(ix-x cent.) of the Bibliothtque Nationale. Fr Petrides had no difficulty 
in identifying the MSS, and he published the contents of the Cambrai 
MS with the variants of the Paris MS in Revue de /’ Orient chrétien 
July and Oct. 1905. The contents of the Cambrai MS are a letter of 
Anastasius to Charles the Bald, tables of contents and Latin trans- 
lations of Mystagogia 24 of 8, Maximus and of the Historia mystica 
of S. Germanus, and a translation of an otherwise unknown letter of 
S. Nilus to Nemertius the Scholastic. The Paris MS omits the tables 
and the letter of S. Nilus. Secondly, the late Fr Cozza-Luzi, having 
searched in vain for Pitra’s MS, at length, in the tenth vol. of the Vova 
patrum bibliotheca, issued by Fr A. Rocchi late in 1905, after the death 
of the editor, printed a copy of the Historia mystica which Pitra had 
allowed him to make from his own transcript. 

The desire to recover, if possible, the Greek corresponding to 
Anastasius’s Latin, led me to examine, so far as opportunity allowed, 
the MSS containing or supposed to contain the treatise of S. Germanus ; 
with the result that, while I have so far failed to find any single Greek 
text exactly corresponding in scope with the Latin, I have been able 
by means of several documents to reconstruct the whole of Anastasius’s 
Greek text—in general, that is, and without regard to particular 
readings—and have found that the documents easily fall into groups 
and that the source of the second element of Sophronius is plain 
enough. 

Pitra gives a considerable list of MSS of Germanus. It has been 
generally stated that the MSS assign the treatise to various authors— 
some to S. Cyril of Jerusalem, some to S. Basil, some to S. Germanus, 
some to a combination of several writers.' In what sense this is true 
will appear afterwards. Meanwhile, Pitra classifies the MSS under the 
names of the authors to which the treatise is attributed in the titles. 
But his list, on the one hand, requires correction and weeding, since 
it contains mistakes as to the authors mentioned in the titles and 
includes several documents which are irrelevant; and on the other 
hand, it can be supplemented. Thus Rome Regin. 48 (not 46 as in Pitra), 
Paris Anc. fonds 502, 854 are not attributed as by Pitra to Germanus, 
but the first is anonymous, the others ‘of Basil’; Ostobon. 408 is not 
anonymous, but attributed to S. Basil; Florence Laurent. lvii 48 is 
attributed to S. Cyril, not to S. Basil. Fr Petrides has pointed out that 
the treatises in Offobon. 459 (S. Sophronius) and in Oftobon. 418, Paris 


1 See Fabricius Biblioth. graeca, ed. Harless, xi p. 157. S. Chrysostom is also 
mentioned, apparently from the title of Coisiin. 114 where John of Constantinople 
is included among a number of names. But I have little doubt that the John 
referred to is not John Chrysostom, but John the Faster. 
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“πε. fonds 2500, Venice Marcian. gr. 228 (S. John the Faster) are quite 
other than the present treatise; and to these may be added Va#. 1070 
(the metrical commentary of M. Psellus), 2051 (the Liturgy of the 
Presanctified), 2146 (a xvii cent. copy of Vaz. 640, 8. Basil, occurring 
elsewhere in Pitra’s list), Vadlicell. F. 70 (D. Ducas’s printed text), 
Palat. 367 (obviously from the title, Sophronius), Vaz. 339, 375, 54, 
Ottobon. 378, Vienna Hofbib/. 196 (which appear to represent treatises 
different from the present); Paris Cois/in. 114 (which is not unrelated 
to the present, but is scarcely a mere variety of it); and ‘Eborac. S. 
Petri 50’ (which I cannot identify). On the other hand Fr Petrides 
has added a few more MSS to the list, and further additions can easily 
be made. 

I have had no opportunity of seeing the greater number of these 
documents, but by means of those of them I have seen, and of entries 
in catalogues and further information kindly supplied by several 
librarians and others,’ it is possible to distinguish at least three stages 
in the developement of the text, and with some probability to assign 
their places to most of the documents. In the following arrangement 
of the MSS, I have marked with an asterisk those I have seen; as to 
the rest, it must be remembered that the place assigned to any one of 
them is provisional, being inferred only from the title, the imcipi¢ and 
explicit of the text, and the number of leaves it occupies. 

Four types of text are easily distinguishable, generally marked by 
a corresponding variety of title. 

I. Title: Tod ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Κυρίλλου ἐπισκόπου Ἱεροσολύμων 
ἱστορία ἐκκλησιαστικὴ καὶ μυσταγωγική. 

*Bodl. Baroc. 27 (xiv c.) ff. 103-106. 

Florence Laurent. \xvii 48 (xv c.) ff. 69-71. 

Jerusalem S. Saba 635 (xv c.) ff. 247-250». 

Printed in T. Milles Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli Hierosol. patr. opera, 
Oxford 1703, pp. 325 566. 

This text consists of short comments on the church, its parts and 
ornaments, praying towards the east and kneeling, the ornaments of the 
ministers, the prothesis and the matter of the Eucharist, the parts of the 
Liturgy down to the Great Entrance, the vessels, veils, fans, &c., and the 
monastic habit. The whole of this matter, with some verbal variation, 
is included in the text of the next group, and it is possible that it is an 
earlier tract which has formed the basis of II ; but my impression is 
that it is only an abridgement of the latter. 

This type may be referred to as K. 


1 I have especially to thank the Archbishop of the Jordan, Dr Mercati, and 
Mr Souter for information on the Jerusalem, Vatican, and Paris MSS respec- 
tively. I have since had the opportunity of seeing the Paris MSS for myself. 
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II. Title : Tod ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Βασιλείου ἀρχιεπισκόπου Καισαρείας 
Καππαδοκίας ἱστορία μυσταγωγικὴ ἐκκλησιαστικὴ (or τῆς καθολικῆς ἐκκλη- 
σίας). 

*Oxford Magd. Coll. 10 (χὶν ς.) ff. τ35Ὁ--τ 30} (fragment : capp. 1-13: 
printed along with S. Cyril im Milles S. Cyrilli Opera, pp. 325 sqq.)- 

penis “πε. fonds 502 (xii c.) ff. 174-186. 

» » 1259 A (xiv c.) ff. 190%-z201>, 

» 99-5555 A (xiv cc.) ff. 167>-1 78>. 

*Milan Ambros. M 88 sup. (xiii c.) ff. 274-281 (attributed in the title 
to S. Cyril). 

Rome Regin. 48 (xv-xvi c.) ff. 48-52 (fragment, ending ἀδαμιαῖον 
[papa] c. 38). 

Grottaferrata Cod. B ὃ τ (xiii c.) ff. 18-36. 

Naples Gr. Ixvii [ii ς 7] (xii c.) ff. 174-183. 

Jerusalem Patr. 39 (xii-xiii c.) ff. 161-170. 

Athos Jver. 16 xvii [4871]. 

ὰ » 8 xviii [5026] ff. 74-89. 

Sinai Cod. 384 (xi c.). 

Abridgements 

*Milan Amdros. P 261 sup. (xiv c.) ff. 113-114» (capp. 1-20, 30, 51, 
53, 31, 32 abridged, with some additions). 

*Jerusalem S. Saba 366 (xiii c.) ff. 24, 25 (beginning mutilated : cc. 

29, 30, 32, 33, 35» 36, 39, 41-47, 49-52, 
54-57, 60, 62, 63, 21[-27?], abridged). 
» (xiii-xiv c.) ff. 171>-176, 
Rome Vat. 430 (xiv c.) ff. 151-153». 
ὡ »» 640 (xiv c.) ff. 27-28, 
e », 662 (xiii c.) ff. 238-241. 
» » [151 (xiii c.) ff. 96--112. 
» Barberini gr. 522 (xii c.) ff. 141-148. 
Venice Marcian. gr. iii. 4, ff. 435°-437" (fragment, ending ἐμαρτύρη- 
σεν, C. 43). 
Berlin Graec. qu. 13, (χὶν c.) ff. 129-133. 

This type is represented by the text printed below, from which it will be 
seen that the contents are comments on the church, its parts and orna- 
ments, on prayer towards the east and kneeling, on the ornaments of 
the ministers and the monastic habit, on the prothesis and the elements, 
and on the successive parts of the Liturgy from the enarxis to the com- 
munion, including by the way an exeursus.on the number of the Gospels, 
derived from S. Irenaeus. A comparison of the text with that of the 
tract attributed to S. John the Faster, printed in part in Pitra Spicilegium 
solesmense iv Ὁ. 442, makes it clear that the two are not independent ; 
but which is the source and which the derivative is not obvious. 
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There are considerable differences in the texts of the MSS both in 
respect of scope (e.g. Paris Anc. fonds 502 has the chapter-titles which 
are omitted id. 1259 A, and omits chapters 21>, 24>, 25—27, 31>, 35 
and 37 which are found #6. 1259 A) and in respect of reading (see 6. g. 
Ambros. M 88 sup. as compared with the Paris MSS above). 

This group may be referred to as Bi. 

III. Title.; Τοῦ ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Βασιλείου ἀρχιεπισκόπου Καισαρείας 
Καππαδοκίας ἱστορία μυσταγωγικὴ ἐκκλησιαστική, ἐπίλυσις καὶ κατάστασις 
τῆς ἁγίας λειτουργίας. 

*Milan Ambros. G 8 sup. (1286) ff. 1-55, 

*Brescia Quirin. A iv 3 (xv—xvi c.) ff. 204-208 (incomplete). 

Rome Vat. 1277 (xiv c.) ff. 7-51. 
»  Ottobon, 408 (xv—xvi c.) ff. 48-88. 
» Barberini gr. 353 (xiv c.) ff. 16-60. 

The text is an expansion of Bi, chapters 21>, 24>, 25-27, 31>, 35 "ὦ 
37 being omitted, and chapters 28 onwards being rearranged. The addi- 
tions consist chiefly (1) in cc. 1-24, of a short tract on baptism inserted 
between cc. 1 and 2,' and of additional ecclesiological comments, in 
fact of what has the appearance of being a second ecclesiological tract 
dovetailed into the text; and (2) in the exposition of the Liturgy, 
cc. 28-63, of comments supplementing the very general treatment of the 
rite in Bi and treating in detail of all or most of those parts of the 
Liturgy which are recited aloud; and among these comments areespecially 
to be noticed ‘those on the ferial antiphons of the enarxis taken from 
S. Athanasius in Pss. xci, xcii, xciv ; the expansion of the treatment of 
the four Gospels (c. 44), partly by further quotation from S. Irenaeus, 
partly by a new and curious application of his method ; the addition of 
the fragment of S. Hippolytus on Prov. ix 1 (Lagarde Hippolyti Romani 
quae feruntur omnia pp. 198 sq.) to the exposition of the chalice (c. 52) ; 
and the commentary on Ps. xxv (xxvi) 6-8 at the offertory, and Ps. xxii 
(xxiii) 5, 6 after the communion, the first in part, the latter almost 

wholly, derived from S. Athanasius 7” Pss. xxv and xxii respectively. 

This form of the text is referred to as Bil, 

IV, Title : Tod ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Teppavod ἀρχιεπισκόπου Κωνσταντι- 
γουπόλεως ἱστορία ἐκκλησιαστικὴ καὶ μυστικὴ θεωρία. 

*Bodl. 8α»οε. 42 (1551) ff. 81>-134. 

*Milan Ambros. E 94 sup. (xiii c.) ff. 1-6 (fragment, extending from 
the beginning down to ἐν τῷ δείπνῳ Migne P.G. xcviii 397 1. 24). 

Venice Marcian. gr. i 41 ff. 1-257. 
Jerusalem Patr. 343 (xviii c.) ff. 69-112. 


1 This tract occurs at the end of B' in Paris Anc. fonds 502, 1555 A; and after 
the fragment of Β' (?) in Barberini’ 522, 
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Abridgements :— 
Rome Vat. 790 (xiv c.) ff 30%-41 (anonymous : ἐξήγησις τῆς θείας 
fas). 


Rome Oftobon. 338 (xv c.) ff. 299-312> (?). 


θείας λειτουργίας). 

Printed as above, p. 249 ; and also as edited by Philotheus Ballerianus 
and Epiphanius of Janina, Venice 1639, 1690 and 1751." 

This, the current Mystica theoria of S. Germanus, is an expansion of 
Bii, The enlargement is due (1) to the insertion of large extracts, in all 
forming nearly a sixth of the whole treatise, from the commentary of 
Theodore of Andida ; and (2) to occasional additions and expansions 
from other sources, forming about another sixth of the whole, largely by 
way of completing the exposition of the text of the Liturgy, among which 
may be noticed especially the admirable developement of the com- 
mentary on the Lord’s Prayer. 

This final developement of the text may be referred to as I’. 


Ill 

Thus (1) the origin and history of Τ' is so far clear ; it was reached by 
successive interpolations of Bi, one marked stage in the developement 
being represented by Bii, At the same time, the character of the 
documents of both Bi and Bii, differing as they do more or less in scope, 
suggests that an examination of all the documents in detail would bring 
to light subordinate stages of developement in both groups. 

(2) The origin of the element which Sophronius has in common with 
Germanus, apart from the quotations from Theodore, also becomes clear : 
it is plain on inspection that it is derived from Bi with some condensa- 
tion and recasting of the text. Sophronius therefore is a compilation 
from Basil and Theodore and some other source or sources. 

(3) The Latin of Anastasius represents the Bi text, in its longer form, 
i. 6. in the form including cc. 21, 24>, 25-27, 31>, 35 and 37. But as 
compared with any complete Greek text that I have examined, it is 
modified in two respects: (a) to supply comments on the kiss of peace, 
the closing of the doors, and the creed, which are otherwise unnoticed 
in Bi and Bij, it inserts cc. 17, 15, 18 of the Mystagogia of S. Maximus ; 
and (4) for the commentary on the Liturgy from the post-sanctus to the 
communion inclusive, it substitutes Mystagogia 20, 21 and S. Isidore of 
Pelusium 2222. i 228. Though, as I have said, I have found no complete 
Greek text with these characteristics in full, yet Amdros. M 88 sup. has 
Mystagogia 17, 15 in the corresponding place ; while the fragmentary 
abridgement contained in S. Sada 366 was evidently made from a text 


1 See Revue de l’Orient chrétien July 1905, p. 294. 
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such as Anastasius used, since it represents both these series of quota- 
tions and has nothing to represent that part of the text of Bi for which 
the latter series is substituted. Another characteristic of the text of 
Anastasius is that it is attributed in the title to S. Germanus, which is _ 
not the case with any other B-text that I have met with. It may be that 
this particular variety of the B-text was, rightly or wrongly, attributed 
to Germanus ; but this cannot be verified as yet, since S. Saba 366, the 
only other witness at hand, is mutilated and the title lost. It is to be 
noticed that Anastasius has some doubt as to the authorship ; he only 
says ‘ut Graeci ferunt’ and ‘ ut fertur’ of the authorship of Germanus. 
It is possible to suggest a reason why such a treatise should come to be 
attributed to Germanus. He was the ‘ first coryphaeus’ of the opposi- 
tion to the iconoclastic measures of Leo the Isaurian. In the icono- 
clastic struggle it was natural and customary for orthodox writers to 
point to the reverence offered to the Church, the Cross, the Gospels, 
and so on,' a reverence which the iconoclasts did not call in question. 
And it is likely that the struggle would give an impulse to the multiplica- 
tion and elaboration of works like the present, which, by developing the 
symbolism of the whole liturgical apparatus, would serve to justify the 
reverence with which it is regarded. And in fact the words of 
S. Theodore the Studite in this reference recall the scholia of such 
commentaries : οὐ δοκεῖ σοι τὸ θεῖον μύρον εἰς Χριστοῦ τύπον εἰλῆφθαι ; τὴν 
θείαν τράπεζαν ἀντὶ τοῦ ζωοποιοῦ τάφου ; τὴν ἐπ᾿ αὐτῇ σινδόνα ἀνθ᾽ ἧς καὶ ἐν 
ἡ εἱληθεὶς ἐτάφη; τὴν ἱερατικὴν λόγχην ἀνθ᾽ ἧς καὶ ἐν ἣ τὴν θεόσωμον 
πλευρὰν ἐνύγη ; τὸν σπόγγον ἀνθ᾽ οὗ καὶ ἐν ᾧ πιὼν ἐχολώθη ; τὸ σταυρικὸν 
ἐκμαγεῖον ἀντὶ τοῦ ζωοποιοῦ ξύλου. It was not unnatural therefore that 
the name of a protagonist in the struggle should come to be associated 
with such a work as the Ἱστορία μυσταγωγική. Lastly, the version of 
Anastasius shews that Bi is at least as old as the ninth century and is 
therefore probably the oldest commentary which treats of the Byzantine 
Liturgy in so great a degree of detail. The text with which it deals 
must be approximately that of the oldest monuments of the rite, viz. the 
Liturgies, supplemented by the rubrics of the Ordinations, of Cod. 
Barberini iii 55 of about a.D. 795, and the S. Basil of Goar’s Pyromalus 
MS and that of Morel’s vetustus codex latinae tralationis.* But among 
other details not contained in these authorities, it has two features of 
particular interest : (a) the Prothesis (c. 31), an obsolete form which has 
disappeared from some texts of Bi itself, is more highly developed than 


1 5. John of Damascus pro Imaginibus iii 35 ; and the adv. Constant. Caball. 9, 
among the works of John. 

2 S. Theodore the Studite adv. Iconom. i (Migne P. G. xcix 489 B). 

3 See Liturgies eastern and western pp. \xxxiv, lxxxviii sq. ; 309 sqq.; Asse- 


mani Codex liturgicus xii. 
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any of those I was able to collect in Liturgies eastern and western 
Appendix Q of date earlier than the twelfth century ; and (4) the saluta- 
tion before the Sursum corda (c. 58), Ἧ χάρις τῆς ἁγίας καὶ ὁμοουσίου 
Τριάδος pera πάντων ὑμῶν, in place of the adaptation of 2 Cor. xiii 14, is, 
so far as I know, unique. 

(4) Among the MSS which I have had occasion to notice in this 
connexion, there are several which contain other commentaries on the 
Byzantine Liturgy, some of them evidently related to the present series. 

(a) Vat. 1070 (1291) ff. 3-8; Barberini gr. 353 (xiv c.): Ἑρμηνεία 
τῆς θείας λειτουργίας : in verse, anonymous in the former MS, attributed 
to Michael Psellus in the latter. Jncipit ’Avayxaiov καθέστηκε: explicit 
τῆς προσευχῆς σφραγίσας. 

(4) Vat. 339 (xi c.) ff. 335% 544. : Περὶ τοῦ τίνων καθεστήκασι σύμβολα 
ἡ ἁγία ἐκκλησία καὶ τὰ κατ᾽ αὐτὴν ἐπὶ τῇ θείᾳ συνάξει τελούμενα ἐκ τῶν 
ἐξηγήσεων τῶν ἁγίων Μαξίμου τοῦ ὁμολογητοῦ καὶ Διονυσίου τοῦ ἀρεοπαγίτου. 
Incipit Ἐκκλησία ὅ τε θεῖος οἶκος (mutilated at the end), Cp. the title of 
S. Maximus Mystagogia, above p. 248. 

(c) Vat. 504 (A.D. 1105) ff. 3> sqq. : Ἑρμηνεία τῆς ἐκκλησίας. Lncipit 
Χρὴ γινώσκειν ὅτι ὃ ἱερεύς : explicit καὶ λέγει ὃ λαὸς Els ἅγιος, εἷς Κύριος 
Ἰησοῦς Χριστὸς εἰς δόξαν Θεοῦ Πατρός. ᾿Αμήν. 

(4) *Milan Améros. E 18 sup. (xii c.) ff. 113-163 : Τοῦ ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς 
ἡμῶν Βασιλείου ἀρχιεπ. Καισαρείας τῆς Kar. ἱστορίας μυσταγωγικῆς καὶ 
ἐκκλησιαστικῆς ἐπίλυσις καὶ κατάστασις τῆς θείας λειτουργίας.  Lncipit 
Ἐκκλησία πολλὰ σημαίνει : expliat ὅτι αὐτῷ πρέπει ἡ δόξα καὶ προσκύνησις 
τῷ Πατρὶ καὶ τῷ Ὑἱῷ καὶ τῷ ἁγίῳ Πνεύματι. A compilation from Bii, 
Dionysius Areop., Cyril, Jo. Damasc., Nicolas (i.e. Theodore of Andida), 
M. Psellus. 

(e) *Paris Anc. fonds 854 (xiii c.) ff. 260-34}: Τοῦ ἐν dy. πατρὸς ἡμ. 
Βασιλείου ἀρχιεπ. Καισαρείας Καπ. ἱστορία μυσταγωγικὴ τῆς καθολικῆς 
ἐκκλησίας. ILncipit Ἐκκλησία ἐστὶ ναὸς Θεοῦ. A-compilation from B and 
Theodore. (I have not examined this except very cursorily.) 

(f) *Paris Coislin. 114 (xv c.) ff. 330-340: Ἱστορία ἐκκλησιαστικὴ 
καὶ ἐξήγησις τῆς θείας λειτουργίας ... πρὸς θεωρίαν συντεθεῖσα παρά τε 
Ἰακώβου τοῦ ἀδελφοθέου, παρὰ Βασιλείου τοῦ μεγάλου καὶ παρὰ ᾿Αναστασίου 
καὶ Κυρίλλου τῆς ᾿Αλεξανδρείας ἀρχιεπισκόπου καὶ παρὰ ᾿Ιωάννου ἀρχιεπι- 
σκόπου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως (i.e. no doubt the Liturgy of S. James, Β, 
Anastasius of Sinai, Cyril Al., and John the Faster). Incipit Ta 
σήμαντρον αἰνίττεται. (1 have not examined this in detail.) 

(g) Jerusalem S. Sada 414 (xiic.) ff. 57-67": Ἱστορία τῆς ἁγίας καὶ 
καθολικῆς ἐκκλησίας συγγραφεῖσα παρὰ τοῦ ἁγίου Βασιλείου καὶ ἑτέρων ἁγίων 
πατέρων. Lncipit Ἐκκλησία ἐστὶ ναὸς Θεοῦ : explicit καθάπερ ἐν τῷ τάφῳ 
(Bi cap. 51). Apparently a compilation from Bi and other sources. 

In the apparatus to the text following, P* and P* = Paris Anc. fonds 


> 
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502 and 1259 A respectively ; Μ' and M*= Milan Amdros. M 88 sup. 
and P 261 sup. respectively ; ! and K the printed texts of " 8. Germanus’ 
and ‘S. Cyril’ respectively. 

The text itself, apart from what is enclosed in pointed brackets, is 
that of P*. Pointed brackets indicate additional matter represented in 
the Latin and found in the Greek source noted in the margin ; square 
brackets indicate matter wanting in the Latin and in the Greek source, 
if any, which is noted in the margin. Variants from P' implied in the 
Latin are given in the margin along with any Greek authority which 
supports them; and when the relation of the Latin to the Greek is 
ambiguous, the Latin is noted; as are also the Latin renderings of 
certain technical words or phrases. P! is very carelessly written, 
especially in certain passages : I have corrected obvious mistakes, without 
burdening the apparatus by noticing them. The Latin titles, which 
Anastasius places, not in the text, but in a table prefixed, are given in 
the margin in cases where they do not exactly reproduce the Greek. 
The numbering of the chapters is that of the Latin. 


Tod ἐν ἁγίοις πατρὸς ἡμῶν Βασιλείου ἀρχιεπισκόπου 
Καισαρείας Καππαδοκίας Ἱστορία μυσταγωγικὴ 
ἐκκλησιαστική. 


:. Τί ἐστιν ἡ Ἐκκλησία. 

5 Ἐκκλησία ἐστὶ νδὸς θεοῦ, τέμενος ἅγιον, οἶκος mpoceyxiic, 
λαοῦ, cdma Xpictoy, ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, [νύμφη Χριστοῦ,] τῷ ὕδατι τοῦ βαπτίσματος 
αὐτοῦ Kabapiceica καὶ τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ ῥεραντισμένη (καὶ νυμφικῶς ἐστολι- 
σμένη καὶ τῷ ypicmati τοῦ ἁγίου Πνεύματος ἐοφράγιομένη ) κατὰ τὸν προφητικὸν 
λόγον Νάρον ἐκκενωθὲν ὄνομά coy καὶ Εἷς ὀομὴν μύρου coy Spamoymal, ore 

10 ὡς μύρον ἐπὶ κεφάλῆς TO KaTABainon ἐπὶ πώγωνα, [τὸν πώγων) τὸν ᾿Αδρών. 
Ἐκκλησία ἐστὶν ἐπέγειος οὐρανὸς ἐν ᾧ ὃ ἐπουράνιος Θεὸς ἐνοικεῖ kai ἐμπερι- 
πάτεῖ, ἀντιτυποῦσα τὴν σταύρωσιν καὶ τὴν ταφὴν καὶ τὴν ἀνάστασιν Χριστοῦ, 
δεδοξασμένη ὑπὲρ τὴν οκηνὴν τοῦ MapTypioy Μωῦσέως, ἐν ἣ τὸ ἱλλοτήριον καὶ 
τὰ ἅγια τῶν ἁγίων, ἐν πατριάρχαις προτυπωθεῖσα καὶ ἐν προφήταις προκηρυ- 

5. 1 Cor. iii 16 ; Is. lvi 7 6. 1 Cor. xii 27 ; Apoc. xxi 9 7. Eph. v 26; 
cp. Pet. it 8. 1 Io. ii 20; Eph. i 13; 2 Cor. iar, 22 g. Cant. i 3, 4 
10. Ps. exxxii2 11. Lev. xxvi 11; 2 Cor. vi 16 13. Ex. xxvii 21 14. 
3 Reg. viii 6 

1-3. Capitula historiae mysticae, ut fertur, Germani episcopi a 
3. ἐκκλησιαστική] τῆς καθολικῆς ἐκκλησίας P? 5. ναὸς... τέμενος] sacrarium . 
templum 6. τῷ ὕδατι) P’: aqua: τοῦ διὰ P* 
σμένη] P* : et nuptiali more-stola circumamicta 
et sancti spiritus unctione signata 9. ὄνομά σου] Soph ¢ σοι ᾿ P? (Cant. i 3 A): 
nomen tibi μύρου... δραμοῦμαι] μύρων... δραμοῦμεν P* (Cant. i 4): unguen- 
torum...curremus ὅτι ὧς] καὶ ὡς P?: et sicut 11. ἐν ᾧ] ἐν ἡ P*: in qua . 
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χθεῖσα, ἐν ἀποστόλοις θεμελιωθεῖσα, (ἐν μάρτυσι τελειωθεῖσα) καὶ ἐν ἱεράρχαις 


κατακοσμηθεῖσα. 

2. “H Κόγχη [τῆς ἐκκλησίας. 

‘H κόγχη ἐστὶ κατὰ τὸν ἐν Βηθλεὲμ σπήλαιον ὅπου ἐγεννήθη ὁ Χριστός, 
καὶ κατὰ τὸ σπήλαιον ὅπου ἐτάφη, καθώς φησιν ὃ εὐαγγελιστὴς ὅτι ἦν σπήλαιον 5 
λελάτομημένον ἐκ πέτρδο Kai ἐκεῖ ἔθηκαν τὸν ᾿Ϊηοοῦν. 

3. Ἧ ἁγία Τράπεζα. 

‘H ἁγία τράπεζά ἐστιν ἔνθα ἐτάφη ἐν τῇ ταφῇ αὐτοῦ ὁ Χριστός, ἐν ἧ 
πρόκειται ὁ ἀληθινὸς καὶ οὐράνιος ἄρτος (ὃ Χριστός), ἣ μυστικὴ καὶ ἀναίμακτος 
θυσία, ζωοθυτούμενος (ὡς ἄνθρωπος καὶ) τὴν σάρκα καὶ τὸ αἷμα αὐτοῦ εἰς 10 
βρῶσιν ζωῆς αἰωνίου προέθηκε τοῖς πιστοῖς. ἔστι δὲ καὶ θρόνος Θεοῦ ἐν ᾧ 
ὁ ἐπὶ τῶν yepoyBin ἐποχούμενος Θεὸς [σωματωθεὶς} ἐπανεπαύσατο. καθ᾽ ἣν 
τράπεζαν καὶ ἐν τῷ μυστικῷ (αὐτοῦ) δείπνῳ μέσον τῶν ἑαυτοῦ ἀποστόλων 
καθίσας καὶ λλβὼν ἄρτον καὶ οἶνον εἶπεν αὐτοῖς Λάβετε φάγετε καὶ πίετε ἐξ 
αὐτοῦ" τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ οῶμά moy καὶ αἷμά moy. προετυπώθη δὲ ἐν τῇ νομικῇ 15 
τραπέζῃ ἔνθα ἦν τὸ μάννα ὅ ἐστι Χριστὸς ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐράνοῦ KaTABAc. 

4. Τί ἐστι Κιβούριον. 

Τὸ κιβούριόν ἐστιν ἀντὶ τοῦ τόπου ἔνθα ἐοστλγρώθη ὃ Χριστός" ἐγγὺς 
γὰρ ἦν ὃ τόπος καὶ ὑπόβαθρος ὅπου ἐτάφη ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ ἐν συντομίᾳ 
φέρεσθαι τὴν σταύρωσιν καὶ τὴν ταφὴν καὶ τὴν ἀνάστασιν Χριστοῦ ἐν τῇ 20 
ἐκκλησίᾳ τέτακται. ἔστι δὲ καὶ κατὰ τὴν κιβωτὸν τῆς διάθήκης Κγρίογ 
ἐν ἡ λέγεται ἅγια ἁγίων καὶ ἁγίασμα αὐτοῦ" ἐν ἧ προσέταξεν ὃ Θεὸς γενέσθαι 
δύο yepoyBim ἐκατέρωθεν τορνεγτά᾽ τὸ yap KiB ἐστι κιβωτός, τὸ δὲ οὖριν 
φωτισμὸς [Θε0Ὁ] ἢ φῶς Κυρίου. 

5. Περὶ τοῦ Θυσιαστηρίου. 25 

Θυσιαστήριόν ἐστι κατὰ τὸ ἅγιον μνῆμα τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐν ᾧ Oycian ἑδλγτὸν ὁ 
Χριοτὸς προσήγαγε τῷ Θεῷ καὶ Πατρὶ διὰ τῆς προοφορᾶς τοῦ camatoc αὐτοῦ 
ὡς ἀμνὸς θυόμενος καὶ ὡς ἀρχιερεὺς καὶ υἱὸς ἀνθρώπου προσφέρων καὶ 
προσφερόμενος, εἰς μυστικὴν καὶ ἀναίμακτον θυσίαν καὶ λογικὴν AaTpeian 
τοῖς πιστοῖς ἱεροθυόμενος" δι᾿ ἧς μέτοχοι γεγόναμεν αἰωνίου ζωῆς καὶ ἀθανά- 30 


1. Cp. Eph. ii 20; Αρος. xxi 14 5. S. Mc. xv 46; 5. Io. xix 42 = 9. S. Io. 
vi 32 12. Ps, Ixxix 1 14. 8. Mt. xxvi 26-28 16. S. Io. vi 50 
18. S. Io, xix 41 sq. 21. Num. x 33 23. Ex. xxv 17 26. Eph. v 2 
27. Heb. x 10 28. Lit. Bys. (Litt. E. δ’ W. 318) 29. Rom, xii 1 


1. ἐν μάρτυσι τελειωθεῖσα) P?: in martyribus consummata 3. quid 
concha 5. φησὶν ὃ εὐαγγελιστὴς ὅτι} euangelistae innuunt asserentes 
7. quid sancta mensa 8. ἐτάφη] ἐτέθη M'T': positus est 9. ὃ Χριστός] 
P*: Christus ἡ μυστ..... θυσία] τῇ μυστικῇ καὶ ἀναιμάκτῳ θυσίᾳ P*? : mystico et 
incruento sacrificio 10, ὡς ἄνθρωπος καί] P?: ut homo qui et 13. αὐτοῦ] 
P?: sua 16. Χριστός] Christus panis (S. Io. vi 50) 18. τοῦ τόπου 
κρανίου ὄρους P? : Caluariae monte 19. ὑπόβαθρος] procliuis siue sub diuo 
(ὑπαίθριος) 20. φέρεσθαι] ἐμφέρεσθαι P? : designatur 25. quid altare 
25. τοῦ Χριστοῦ] Christi domini 30. ἀθανάτου] immortales 
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“Tov. ὅνπερ καὶ ἀμνὸν 'προετύπωσεν ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ Μωῦσῆς πρὸς écnépan 
καὶ τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ τὸν ὁλοθρευτὴν ἄγγελον ἀπέστρεψε τοῦ θανατῶσαι τὸν 
λαόν' τὸ γὰρ πρὸς ἑοπέρδν σημαίνει ὅτι καὶ πρὸς ἑσπέραν ἐσφαγιάσθη᾽ ὁ 
ἀληθινὸς ἀμνὸς καὶ τοῦ κόσμου εἴρων ἁμδρτίδο ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ αὐτοῦ ὃ Χριστός: 
ε καὶ (γὰρ) τὸ πάοχὰ ἡμῶν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἐτύθη Χριοτόο, 

[Διατί λέγεται Θυσιαστήριον]. 

Θυσιαστήριόν ἐστι καὶ λέγεται κατὰ τὸ ἐπουράνιον καὶ νοερὸν θυσιαστή- 
ριον, ἐν ᾧ ἀντιτυποῦσι τὰς νοερὰς καὶ λογικὰς ἱεραρχίας τῶν ἀύλων καὶ ἄνω 
δυνάμεων καὶ οἱ ἐπίγειοι καὶ ἔνυλοι ἱερεῖς, παρεστῶτες καὶ λατρεύοντες τῷ 

10 Κυρίῳ διαπαντός" ὥστε καὶ τοιούτους δεῖ εἶναι ὡς πῦρ φλέγον᾽ κατὰ γὰρ τὴν 
τῶν ἐπουρανίων ἀκολουθίαν καὶ τὴν τῶν ἐπιγείων διάταξιν 6 Υἱὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ. 
κριτὴς τῶν ἁπάντων ἐνομοθέτησεν. 

6. Διατί λέγεται Βῆμα. 

Βῆμά ἐστιν ὑπόβαθρος τόπος καὶ θρόνος ἐν ῳ ὃ παμβασιλεὺς Χριστὸς 

15 προκάθηται μετὰ τῶν αὐτοῦ ἀποστόλων, ὡς λέγει πρὸς αὐτοὺς ὅτι 
Καθίοετε ἐπὶ θρόνογ κρίνοντες [τὸν ᾿Ιορδήλ] ὑποδεικνύων δὲ καὶ τὴν δευτέραν 
παρουσίαν καθ᾽ ἣν ἔλθῃ καθίολι ἐπὶ θρόνογ ἐνδόξου εἰς τὸ κρῖναι τὸν κόσμον, 
ὡς λέγει ὁ προφήτης ὅτι (ἐκεῖν ἐκάθιοδν θρόνοι εἰς κρίοιν ἐπὶ οἶκον Δαβίδ. 

7. Διατί λέγεται Κοσμέτης. 

20 Κουσμίτης ἐστὶ κατὰ τὸ κοσμικὸν καὶ ἅγιον κόσμιον, ἐμφαίνων τοῦ σταυρω- 
ee μῶν] τὸ ἐκσφράγισμα διὰ τοῦ σταυροῦ κοσμού- 


Auart Méyorras 
Κάγκελλά εἰσι τὸν τῆς προσευχῆς τόπον δηλοῦντα ἐν ᾧ σημαίνει τὴν μὲν 
25 ἔξωθεν τοῦ λαοῦ εἴσοδον, τὴν δὲ ἔσωθεν τὰ ἅγιά τῶν ἁγίων ὑπάρχουσαν καὶ 
μόνοις τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν οὖσαν εὐεπίβατον. ἔστι δὲ ὡς ἀληθῶς καὶ εἰς τὸ ἅγιον 
Μνῆμα κάγκελλα χαλκᾶ διὰ τὸ μηδένα εἰσιέναι ἐν αὐτῷ ἁπλῶς καὶ ὡς 
ἐν. 
9. Tivos εἰκόνα ἔχει ὃ μβων. 
30 Ὁ ἄμβων ἐστὶν ἐμφαίνων τὸ σχῆμα τοῦ λίθου τοῦ ἁγίου μνήματος ὃν ὃ 


1. Ex. xii 6 4. S. Io. i 29 5. 1 Cor.v7 to. Ps. ciii 4 
12. Heb. xii 23 16. 5. Mt. xix 28 18. Ps, cxxi 5 25. 3 Reg. 
viii 6 

5. γάρ] P?: etenim ἡ. νοερόν] inuisibile 8. ἀντιτυποῦσι.... ἱεραρχίας] 
exprimuntur spiritales et administratoriae [= λειτουργικαί] hierarchiae λογικά] 
λειτουργικάς P? 10. κατὰ γάρ] etenim 12. κριτής] ποιητής P? ; factor 
13. quid tribunal 14. ὑπόβαθρος] concauus 16. θρόνον] δώδεκα θρόνων 
Ῥϑ (5. Mt. xix 28): sedes ὑποδεικνύων] ὑποδεικνύει P?: subostendit 17. ἔλθῃ 
καθίσαι] ἐλεύσεται καθίσων K: ueniet sessurus ἐνδόξου] maiestatis 18, ἐκεῖ] 
ΡΜ: illic Ig. quid cosmitis siue ornamentum 20, κοσμικόν] νομικόν 
P? ; legale κόσμιον cosmium, id est ornamentum 21. κοσμούμενον] 
κοσμούμενος M*: ornatus (sc. cosmitis) 23. quid cancelli 25. ὑπάρχουσαν 
everiBarov] existentia . . . accessibilia 27. ἁπλῶς καὶ ὡς ἔτυχεν] passim 
et pro libitu proprio 29. quid indicet ambo 
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ἄγγελος AmoxyAicac ἐκ τῆς θύρας ἐκάθητο ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ πλησίον τῆς θύρας τοῦ 
μνήματος ἀναβοῶν τὴν ἀνάστασιν τοῦ Κυρίου ταῖς μυροφόροις. ἔστι δὲ καὶ 
κατὰ τὸν προφήτην τὸν λέγοντα “Ἐπ᾿ Gpoyc πεδινοῦ ἄρατε CHMEION, ἀνάβηθι ὁ 
εὐδγγελιζόμενος καὶ ὕψωςον φωνήν" ὄρος γάρ ἐστιν (ὁ ἄμβων) εἰς τόπον 
πεδινὸν καὶ ὁμαλὸν κείμενος. ᾿ 

10. Διατί εὐχόμεθα κατὰ ἀνατολάς. 

{Τὸ κατὰ ἀνατολὰς) εὔχεσθαι παραδεδομένον ἐστίν, ὡς καὶ τὰ λοιπά, ἐκ τῶν 
ἁγίων ἀποστόλων" καὶ ἔστιν οὕτως διὰ τὸ τὸν νοητὸν ἥλιον τῆς δικδιοούνμο 
Χριστὸν τὸν Θεὸν ἡμῶν ἐπὶ γῆς φανῆναι ἐν τοῖς μέρεσι τῆς ἀνατολῆς τοῦ 
αἰσθητοῦ ἡλίου, καὶ κατὰ τὸν προφήτην τὸν λέγοντα ᾿Ανάτολὴ ὄνομά ayTd 10 

. καὶ πάλιν ἸἹΤροοκγνήελτε τῷ Κγρίῳ τῷ ἐπιβεβηκότι τὸν οὐρανὸν τοῦ οὐρδνοῦ 
κατὰ ἀντολὰς καὶ Προοκγνήοωμεν εἰς τὸν τόπον οὗ EcTHCAN οἱ πόδες αὐτοῦ 
καὶ πάλιν Στήσοντδαι οἱ πόδες τοῦ Kypioy ἐπὶ τὸ ὄρος τῶν ᾿Ἑλδιῶν κατὰ 
ἀνδτολάο' ταῦτά φασιν οἱ προφῆται διὰ τὸ μὴ ἀποκαραδοκεῖν ἡμᾶς ἀλλὰ 
πάλιν τὸν ἐν ᾿Ελὲμ mapadercon τὸν κἀτὰ ἀντολὰς ἀπολαμβάνειν καὶ ὡς 15 
ἐκδεχομένους τὴν ἀνατολὴν τῆς φωτοφανείας τῆς δευτέρας τοῦ Χριστοῦ 

11. Διατί οὐ κλίνομεν γόνυ τῇ κυριακῇ. 

(Kal) τὸ μὴ κλίψειν γόνυ τῇ κγριάκῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ἀναστασίμῳ σημαίνει τὴν 
τῆς καταπτώσεως ἡμῶν γενομένην ἀνόρθωσιν διὰ τῆς τριημέρου τοῦ Χριστοῦ 20 
ἀναστάσεως. 


12. Τὸ δὲ μέχρι τῆς πεντηκοστῆς μὴ κλίνειν γόνυ ἐστὶ τὰς ἑπτὰ ἡμέρας 


μετὰ τὸ ἅγιον πάσχα ἑπταπλουμένας κρατεῖν᾽ τὸ ἑπτάκις ἑπτὰ τεσσαρακον- 
ταεννέα καὶ ἡ κυριακὴ πεντηκοστή. 
13. Tivos χάριν περὶ τρίχα κειρόμεθα. 25 
Ὁ ἐν τῇ κεφαλῇ τοῦ ἱερέως περικείμενος διπλοῦς (στέφανος ἐκ τῆς τῶν 
τριχῶν σημειώσεως) εἰκονίζει τὴν τοῦ κορυφαίου ἀποστόλου Πέτρου κάραν 
τιμίαν ἥνπερ ἐν τῷ τοῦ Κυρίου διδασκαλικῷ κηρύγματι ἀποσταλεὶς καὶ ἀπο- 
καρθεὶς ὑπὸ τῶν ἀπειθούντων τῷ λόγῳ ὡς ἐμπαιζόμενος ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν. ταύτην ὃ 


1. 8. Mt. xxviii 2 3- Is. xiii 2, xl 9 8. Mal. iv 2 10. Zach. vi 12 
11. Ps. Ixvii 33 12. Ps, cxxxi 7 13. Zach, xiv 2 15. Gen. ii 8 
19. Apoc. i 10 2g. 1 Pet. ii 8 


2. ἀναβοῶν] exclamans et denuntians 4. ὃ ἄμβων] M': ambo 7. τὸ 
κατὰ ἀνατολάς) P?: ad orientem autem 12. προσκυνήσωμεν] adorabimus 
14. διὰ τὸ... . πάλιν] καὶ διὰ τὸ ἀποκαραδοκεῖν ἡμᾶς πάλιν P? : et pro eo quod speremus 
nos iterum 16, Thy ἀνατολὴν τῆς φωτοφανείαΞ τὴν φωτοφάνειαν P?: lucis appar- 
itionem 17. πάλιν] P?; rursus 19. καί] P?: praeterea στῇ κυριακῇ... 
ἀναστασίμῳ) τῆς ἀναστασίμου ἡμέρας τῆς κυριακῆς τῶν ἡμερῶν P*: die sesmventionts 
quae est dierum omnium domina 22. tt. quare non flectamus genu diebus 
pentecostes 23. ἑπτάκις] M'T: ἑπτάέι P!: ἑπτάη P? 24. ἣ κυριακὴ πεντηκοστή] 
dominico addito quinquagesimus consummatur 25. quare sacerdotes tondeantur 
in speciem crucis 26. στέφανος... onperscews] P?: corona... per capillorum 
significationem ἐκ] διά Καὶ : per 28. διδασκαλικῷ] καὶ διδασκάλου ΡΣ: et 
magistri καὶ ἀποκαρθεί9] ἐκάρη K: tonsus est 
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διδάσκαλος Χριστὸς εὐλόγησε, καὶ ἐποίησε τὴν ἀτιμίαν τιμὴν καὶ τὴν χλεύην 


εἰς δόξαν, καὶ ἔθηκεν ἐπὶ τὴν κεφδλὴν δύτοῦ οτέφανον οὐκ ἐκ λίθων τιμίων 
ἀλλὰ τῷ λίθῳ καὶ τῇ πέτρᾳ τῆς πίστεως αὐτοῦ ἐκλάμπουσαν ὑπὲρ χργοίον καὶ 
τοπάζιον καὶ λίθους τιμίους" κορυφὴ γὰρ καὶ καλλώπισμα (Kal) στέφανος 

5 τοῦ δωδεκαλίθου, οἵτινες εἰσὶν ἀπόστολοι, Πέτρος ὁ παναγιώτατος ὑπάρχει 
ἱεράρχης [Χριστοῦ]. 

14. [Περὶ τῆς Στολῆς τοῦ ἱερέως. 

ἯἩ στολὴ τοῦ ἱερέως ἐστὶ κατὰ τὸν πολήρη ᾿Ααρών, τουτέστιν ἱμάτιον ὅ 
ἐστιν ἱερατικὸν τὸ μέχρι τῶν ποδῶν ἔνδυμα τὸ τιμιώτερον. 

το Διατί ἐστιν πυροειδὴς ἡ στολὴ τοῦ ἱερέως. 

Ὅτι δέ ἐστι πυροειδὴς κατὰ τὸν προφήτην τὸν λέγοντα ‘O ποιῶν τοὺς 
ἀγγέλογο δὐτοῦ πνεύματά Kai τοὺς λειτογργοὺς δύτοῦ πῦρ φλέγον καὶ πάλιν 
Τίς οὗτος ὁ maparendmenoc ἐξ ᾿ελώμ ; ᾿Εδὼμ γὰρ ἑρμηνεύεται γήϊνος ἐκλεκτὸς 
κόκκινος" εἶτα ἐπάγει ᾿Ἐρύθημά imation aytoy ἐκ Βοοώρ᾽ διάτί coy ἐρυθρὰ τὰ 

15 ἱμάτια Kai τὰ ENAYMATA COy ὡς ἀπὸ πδτητοῦ ληνοῦ; ἐμφαίνοντος τὴν βαφεῖ- 
σαν τῆς σαρκὸς τοῦ Χριστοῦ στολὴν ἐν αἵμασιν ἐν τῷ ἀχράντῳ σταυρῷ αὐτοῦ. 
πάλιν δέ ἐστι καὶ κατὰ κοκκίνην χλάμύδὰ ἣν ἐφόρεσεν ἐν τῷ πάθει ὃ Χριστός" 
ἐμφαίνοντος τοὺς ἱερεῖς ποίου ἀρχιερέως εἰσὶν ὑπασπισταί. 

15. Τὸ δὲ ἀπεζωσμένους τοὺς ἱερεῖς περιπατεῖν δείκνυσιν ὅτι καὶ ὃ Χριστὸς 

20 ἀπερχόμενος ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ οὕτως ἦν Βλοτάζων τὸν CTaypON δὐτοῦ. 

16. Πόσοι Πρεσβύτεροι τῆς ἄνω τάξεως. 

Ἔν ταῖς ἄνω λὰμπρότηοι τῶν νοερῶν οὐρανίων λειτουργῶν καὶ ἱεραρχιῶν 
εἰσὶ mpecBytepor εἴκοοι τέοολρες καὶ διάκονοι ἑπτά. Οἱ μὲν πρεσβύτεροι κατὰ 
τὴν μίμησιν τῶν σεραφικῶν δυνάμεων εἰσί, ταῖς μὲν στολαῖς δικὴν 

25 πτερύγων κἀτἀκεκἀλγμμένοι, Taic δὲ λγοὶ ἤγουν πτέρυξι τῶν χειλέων τὸν ὕμνον 
βοῶντες, καὶ κατέχοντες τὸν θεῖον καὶ νοητὸν ἄνθρακα Χριστὸν ἐν τῷ 
θγοιδοτηρίῳ τῇ AaBidi τῆς χειρὸο [φανερῶς] φέροντες. 

[Oi Διάκονοι τίνος τύπον ἔχουσι. 

Οἱ δὲ διάκονοι εἰς τύπον τῶν ἀγγελικῶν δυνάμεων ταῖς λεπταῖς τῶν λινῶν 


2. Ps, xx 3 3. Ps. exviii 127 8. Ex. xxviii 27 11. Ps. ciii 4 
13. Is. lxiii 1 sq. 17. 5. Mt. xxvii 28 20. 8. Io. xix 17 22. Ps. cix 3 
23. Apoc. iv 8, viii 2 25. Is. vi 2,6 


3. ὑπέρ] ὥσπερ P?: sicut 4. wal] P?: atque 5. ἀπόστολοι] of ἀπόστολοι P? 
6. lepdpxys] εἰ sacratissimus princeps (om. sacratissimus cod, Paris.) 8. του- 
τέστιν ... τιμιώτερον] τὸ μέχρι τῶν ποδῶν ἱερατικὸν ἔνδυμα τιμιώτερον P?: usque ad 
pedes sacerdotale indumentum quod est honorabilius 10. πυροειδής] coccinea 
11. ὅτι δέ ἐστι] ἐστὶ δὲ πυροειδές M'T: habet autem speciem ignis — 13. γάρ] 
3éP?: uero . 17. ἔστι καὶ... ἐφόρεσεν] ὅτι καὶ κοκκίνην χλαμύδα ἐφόρεσεν P*: 
quia et coccineam chlamyda portauit ὀ ὀμ18. ἐμφαίνοντος] indicat. ὑπασπισταί] 
προασπισταί M: propugnatores 19. “ἔξ, quare discincti sint sacerdotes 
21. de uiginti quattuor presbyteris et septem diaconibus 22. ἱεραρχιῶν] 
ἱεραρχῶν Τ' : sacerdotum 26. Χριστόν] Christum hunc 27. τῇ λαβίδι] 
forcipes (leg. forcipe) χειρός] χάριτος M': gratiae om, P? 
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ὠραρίων πτέρυξιν ὡς λειτογργικὰ πνεύματά, εἰς. AiakoNiaN. ἀποοτελλόμενα 
περιτρέχουσι. 

17. Τὰ Λωρία τοῦ στιχαρίου εἰσί, τὰ ἐν τῇ χειρί, ἐμφαίνοντα τὸν δεσμὸν 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ δήοράντεος γὰρ Αὐτὸν ἀπήγδγον πρὸς ΚΚδίάφαν τὸν ἀρχιερέὰ καὶ 
τὸν Πιλᾶτον. 

18. Τὰ Awpia τὰ εἰς τὰ πλάγια τί δηλοῦσιν. 

Ta λωρία τοῦ στιχαρίου εἰσί, τὰ εἰς τὰ πλάγια, κατὰ τὸ αἷμα τὸ ῥεῦσαν 
ἐκ τῆς πλευρᾶς τοῦ Χριστοῦ (ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ). 

19. Τὸ ᾿Ἐπιτραχήλιον τίνος ἔχει τύπον. 

Τὸ ἐπιτραχήλιόν ἐστι τὸ φακιόλιον μεθ᾽ οὗ ἐπεφέρετο ὑπὸ τοῦ ἀρχιερέως 10 
δεδεμένος ἐπὶ τῷ τραχήλῳ ὁ Χριστὸς καὶ συρόμενος ἐπίπροσθεν ἐν τῷ 
πάθει αὐτοῦ ἀπερχόμενος. 

20. Τὸ Ὠμοφόριον τίνος ἔχει τύπον. 

Τὸ ὠμοφύριόν ἐστι κατὰ τὴν «τολὴν τοῦ ᾿Αδρών᾽ ὃ {καὶ ἐφόρουν καὶ οἱ ἐν 
νόμῳ ἀρχιερεῖς σουδαρίοις μακροῖς τῷ εὐωνύμῳ ὥμῳ περιτιθέντες. {τὸ 15 
τοῦ ἐπισκόπου ὠμοφόριον ἐξ ἐρίου ὃν καὶ οὐ λινοῦ τὴν τοῦ προβάτου δορὰν 
σημαίνει ὅπερ πλανηθὲν ὁ Κύριος εὑρὼν ἐπὶ τὸν [ἴδιον] ὦμον ἀνέλαβεν.) 

21. Περὶ Μοναχῶν. 

Τὸ μοναχικὸν σχῆμά ἐστι κατὰ τὴν μίμησιν τοῦ ἐρημοπολίτου καὶ βαπτι- 
στοῦ Ἰωάννου ὅτι ἦν τὸ Endyma δὐτοῦ ἐκ τριχῶν κἀμήλου Kai ζώνη δερμὰ- 20 
τίνη περὶ τὴν ὀοφὺὴν αὐτοῦ. (ἔπειτα καὶ διὰ τὸ πενθικὸν καὶ σκυθρωπὸν καὶ 


κατηφὲς καὶ ἐπίπονον καὶ πρᾶον καὶ ταπεινὸν ἦθος τῶν τὸν μονήρη βίον 
ἐπανῃρημένων᾽ πάντες γὰρ οἱ πενθοῦντες μέλανα περιβέβληνται καραδοκοῦντες 
ἀπολήψεσθαι τὴν λευκὴν καὶ θείαν «τολὴν τῆς λόξης τε καὶ πρἀκλήορεως 
τῆς ἐν Χριοτῷ Ἰησοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν.) 

22. Tivos χάριν κείρονται τὴν κόμην. 


1. Heb. i 14 _ 4 S. lo. xviii 13, 24; S. Mt. xxvii 2 14. Ex. xxviii 4 
15-17. 5. Isid. Pel. Epp. i 136 20. S. Mt. iii 4 24. Ecclus. xlv 7 ; 
Phil. ii 1 


2. tWepurpéxover]+% λεπτὴ ὀθόνη τοῦ διακόνου ὅ ἔστιν ὠράριον τὴν τοῦ Κυρίου 
ὑπομιμνήσκει ταπείνωσιν ἐκμάξαντος λεντίῳ τοὺς πόδας τῶν μαθητῶν P*: nota subtile 
linteamen diaconi quod est orarium, quia Christi commonet humilitatem quod 
extersit linteo pedes discipulorum, cod. Camer. in marg. (cp. Isid. Ep. i 136) 
3. &t, quid significent lora tunicae τὰ év... δεσμόν] quae circa manus apparent, 
uincula 4. δήσαντες γὰρ αὐτόν] ᾧ δήσαντες αὐτόν M': quibus uinctum eum 
6. de loris quae in lateribus tunicae sunt 7. τὰ Awpla... πλάγια] τὰ λωρία τὰ ἐκ 
πλαγίας τοῦ στιχαρίου P*: lora in lateribus tunicae 8. ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ] P*: in cruce 
9. de supercollari 10, μεθ᾽ οὗ ... ἐπίπροσθεν] quod (/eg. quo) ducebatur 
Christus ad pontificem collo uinctus et tractus ante se 13. de superhumerali 
14. καί] P*: et ἐν νόμῳ] ueteris legis 15. περιτιθέντες] ἐπιτιθέντες P?: im- 
ponentes 15-17. τὸ τοῦ... ἀνέλαβεν] P?: uel iterum superhumerale epi- 
scopi.. . eleuauit 18. de monachico schemate 21-25. ἔπειτα καὶ... τῷ 
κυρίῳ ἡμῶν] P?: deinde et...domino nostro 24. τῆς δόξης] caelestis 
claritatis 26. quare tondeatur coma capitis 


" 
ῃ 


NOTES AND STUDIES 263. 


Τὸ δὲ κείρεσθαι τὴν κάραν ὁλοτελῶς κατὰ τὴν μίμησιν τοῦ ἁγίου ἀπο- 
στόλου Ἰακώβου τοῦ ἀδελφοθέου καὶ Παύλου τοῦ ἀποστόλου καὶ τῶν 
λοιπῶν. 

23. Ta (8%) ᾿Αναβόλαιά εἰσι κατὰ τὰ ἀναβόλαια ἅπερ ἐφόρουν ἱμάτια 
5 (οἱ θεῖοι ἀπόστολοι). 

24. Τὰ Κουκούλλια κατὰ τὸν λέγοντα ἀπόστολον ὅτι éctaypwrai μοι ὁ 
κόομος κἀγὼ τῷ κόομῳ᾽ (δι᾿ ὃ καὶ πορφυροῖς καὶ λευκοῖς λωρίοις καὶ σταυρίοις 
κεκόσμηται διὰ τὸ ῥυὲν ἐκ τῆς πλευρᾶς τοῦ Κυρίου αἷμα καὶ ὕδωρ ὁμοῦ,» 
ἐμφαίνοντα διὰ τῆς τοῦ μαντίου ἀπολελυμένης ἁπλώσεως τὴν πτερωτικὴν τῆς 

10 τῶν ἀγγέλων μιμήσεως" καθ᾽ ὅτι ἀγγελικὸν σχῆμα λέγεται. 

25. (Ὁ... ᾿Ανάλαβος. .. δηλοῖ... τὸν AnahaBonta τὸν οτἀγρὸν καὶ τῇ 
πίστει κεκοσμημένον ἐνισχύεσθαι περιφέροντα τὸν θγρεὸν τῆς πίοτεως ἐν ᾧ 
λγνήρετδι πάντὰ τὰ BEAH τὰ πεπγρωμένὰ τοῦ πονηροῦ CBECAI, Kai τὴν TIEPIKE@aAaiaN 
τοῦ οωτηρίου δέξδεθαι Kai τὴν μάχδιρὰν τοῦ Πνεύματοο ὅ ἐστι Pima Θεοῦ. 

15 26. Τὸ δὲ ζώννυσθαι τὴν νέκρωσιν τοῦ σώματος δηλοῖ τοῦ τὴν σωφροσύνην 
περιφέροντος, περιεζῶοθδι τὴν ὀσφὺν αὐτοῦ δύναμιν ἀληθείδο. 

27. Td δὲ τοῖς Σανδαλίοις ἐπιβαίνειν αὐτὸν τῇ Od} τῆς CwTHpiac δηλοῖ τὸ 
ὅπως γένηται φοβερὸς τοῖς ὑπεναντίοις καὶ ἀνάλωτος τοῖς πολεμίοις, ἡπολελε- 
μένος TOYC πόδας αὐτοῦ ἐν ἑτοιμδοίὰ τοῦ εὐαγγελίου τῆς εἰρήνης.) 

290 28. Ὁ Αρτος τί δηλοῖ, 

‘O ἄρτος τῆς προθέσεως λέγεται ἤγουν ἀποκαθαιρύμενος, [καὶ] ἐμφαίνει 
τὸν YTEPBAAAONTA πλοῦτον. τῆς χρηοτότητος τοῦ Θεοῦ, ὅτι ὁ Yids τοῦ Θεοῦ 
ἄνθρωπος γέγονε καὶ ἑλγτὲν [ἐκένωοε, καὶ] προέθηκε προσφορὰν τὸ σῶμα αὐτοῦ 
καὶ ἀντίλγτρον καὶ ἐξίλασμα ὑπὲρ τῆς τοῦ κόομογ Ζωῆς΄. ἀναλαβὼν μὲν τὸ, 

25 φύραμα ὅλον τῆς ἀνθρωπίνης φύσεως χωρὶς Amaptiac, προσενεχθεὶς ὡς ἀπαρχὴ 


6. Gal. v 14 11. 5. Mt. xvi 24 12. Eph. vi 16 sq. 16. Eph. vi 14 
17. Act. xvi 6 18. Eph. vi 15 22. Eph. ii 7; Rom. ii 4 23. Phil. ii 7 
24. 1 Tim. ii 6; S. Io. vi 51 25. Heb. iv 15 


1. τὸ δὲ κείρεσθαι] tondent autem 2. kal Παύλου τοῦ ἀποστόλου καὶ τοῦ 
ἁγίου ἀποστόλου Παύλου P*: sanctique Pauli aeque apostoli 4. tit. de amictibus 
δέ] P?: porro κατὰ τὰ ἀναβόλαια.... ἱμάτια] secundum amictus et uesti- 
menta quae portabant δ. of θεῖοι ἀπόστολοι] P?: sacratissimi apostoli 6. tit. 
decuculla 7. δι᾿ ὃ καὶ... ὁμοῦ] P?: propter quodet...simulet aqua 9. τὴν 
πτερωτικὴν.. .. μιμήσεως] τὴν τῶν ἀγγέλων μιμεῖται πτέρωσιν P?: pennatam angelo- 
rum imitationem 10. καθ᾽ ὅτι] διόπερ καὶ P? : unde et 11. tit, de analabo 
11-19. ὃ... ἀνάλαβος.... τῆς εἰρήνη] P?: sane analabus. .. pacis 11. τὸν 
ἀναλαβόντα ... mepipépovra] eum qui suscipit ... adornatus conualescit circum- 
ferens 15. tit, de zona τὸ δὲ... περιέζωσθαι] praeterea zona cin- 
gitur qui mortificationem corporis et pudicitiam circumfert circumcinctus 17. tit. 
de sandaliis τὸ δὲ... φοβερός] ceterum sandalia ascendere illum uiam 
salutis ostendunt quo terribilis .. . fiat 18. ἀνάλωτος] fortis 20. de pane 
propositionis 21. λέγεται ἤγουν] ἤτουν P*: id est ἀποκαθαιρόμενος] 
qui comminuitur καί] om, P? 22. Tis χρηστότητος] om. P?: τῆς χάριτος 
K: gratiae 2423. ἐκένωσε... προσφοράν προέθηκεν καὶ προσήγαγεν θυσίαν καὶ προσ- 
φοράν P?: proposuit εἰ obtulit sacrificium et oblationem, id est 


ῃ 
[] 
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λέγει ᾿Εγώ εἰμι ὁ ἄρτος ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρδνοῦ KataBac καὶ Ὁ τρώγων [μου] τοῦτον τὸν 
ἄρτον ζήςεται εἰς τὸν δἰῶνά. περὶ οὗ φησὶν ὃ προφήτης Ἱερεμίας Δεῦτε (kai) 
ἐμβάλωμεν ξύλον εἰς τὸν ἄρτον αὐτοῦ, δεικνὺς τὸ ξύλον τοῦ σταυροῦ ἐν τῷ 
σώματι ἐμπαγέν. 

29. Tivos χάριν τῇ λόγχῃ ἀποκαθαίρεται ὃ ἄρτος. 

Τὸ δὲ ἐν τῇ λόγχῃ ἀποκαθαίρεσθαι σημαίνει τὸ ‘Nc πρόβατον ἐπὶ chartin ἤχθη 
Kai ὡς ἀμνὸς ENANTION TOY κείραντος δὐτὸν Adwnoc. 

418, Περὶ τοῦ Oivov καὶ τοῦ Ὕδατος. 

Ὁ δὲ οἶνος καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ ἐστὶ τὸ ἐξελθὸν ἐκ τῆς πλευρᾶς »- aima καὶ ὕδωρ, 10 
καθὼς ὁ προφήτης λέγει “Aptoc αὐτῷ δοθήσεται καὶ (τὸ ὕδωρ») αὐτῷ meron’ ἀντὶ 


40. Ὁ ἄρτος δὲ καὶ τὸ ποτήριόν ἐστι κυρίως καὶ ἀληθῶς κατὰ μίμησιν τοῦ 
μυστικοῦ ἐκείνου δείπνου ἐν ᾧ ὃ Χριστὸς EdaBen ἄρτον καὶ οἶνον καὶ εἶπε 15 
Λάβετε φάγετε καὶ πίετε πάντες" τοῦτό éct: τὸ οὥῶμά moy καὶ aimd μου, 
ἀναστάσεως αὐτοῦ. 

31>. (Διὸ καὶ δεχόμενος ὃ ἱερεὺς ἐν κανισκίῳ παρὰ διακόνου ἢ ὑποδιακόνου 
τὴν προσφοράν, λαβών τε τὴν λόγχην καὶ ἀποκαθάρας αὐτήν, εἶτα σταυροειδῶς 20 
χαράξας αὐτὴν λέγει ‘Nc πρόβατον ἐπὶ chartin ἤχθη καὶ ὡς ἀμνὸς ENANTION τοῦ 
πείραντος αὐτὸν ἄφωνος. τοῦτο εἰπὼν λοιπὸν θεὶς τὴν αὐτὴν προσφορὰν ἐν τῷ 
ἁγίῳ δίσκῳ δακτυλοδείκτως ἐπάνω αὐτῆς φησὶν οὕτως ον οὔκ ἀνοίγει τὸ στόμα 
δὐτοῦ" ἐν τῇ τἀπεινώςει αὐτοῦ ἡ κρίοις ayTOY ἤρθη, τὴν δὲ γενεὰν δὐτοῦ Tic 
διηγήρετδι; ὅτι δἴρετδι ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς καὶ Ζωὴ aytoy. διότι μετὰ τὸ εἰπεῖν ταῦτα 25 
λαβὼν τὸ ἅγιον ποτήριον καὶ τοῦ διακόνου ἐπιχέοντος πάλιν εἰς αὐτὸ τὸν οἶνον 
καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ, πάλιν λέγει ὃ διάκονος ᾿Εξῆλθεν ἐκ τῆς πλεγρᾶς αὐτοῦ aima καὶ 
ὕδωρ καὶ 6 ἑορδλκὼς μεμδρτύρηκε Kai ἀληθινή ἐστιν H MapTypia δύτοῦ. καὶ μετὰ 
ταῦτα θεὶς τὸ ἅγιον ποτήριον ἐν τῇ θείᾳ τραπέζῃ δακτυλοδεικτικῶς τε προσέχων 
τῷ σφαγιασθέντι ᾿Αμνῷ διὰ τοῦ ἄρτου καὶ κενωθέντι αἵματι διὰ τοῦ οἶνου, 30 
πάλιν λέγει ὅτι Τρεῖς εἰεὶν οἱ maptypoyntec, τὸ πνεῦμά Kai τὸ ὕδωρ καὶ τὸ alma, 


2. 8. Io. vi 51, 54 3. ler. xi 19 ἡ. Is. liii 7 to. 8. Io. xix 34 
11. 15. xxxiii 16 15. 1 Cor. xi 23, S. Mt. xxvi 26 sq. 21. Is. liii7 
24. 15. liii 8 27. 5. Io. xix 34 sq. 31. 1 Ilo. v7 sq. 


3. kal] P?: et 6. delancea 7. τό] illud quod 
scriptum est 9. Cap. 30legitur post cap. 31" P* lat 11. τὸ ὕδωρ] P?: aqua αὐτῷ] 
P?: αὐτό P': eius (Is. xxxiii 16 αὐτοῦ) 14. tit. de pane et calice 15. οἶνον 
τὸ ποτήριον P*: calice 17. δεικνύντος) P?: ostendens quod τῆς δόξης 
.«« «αὐτοῦ] τῆς ἀναστάσεως καὶ τῆς δόξης αὐτοῦ P*: resurrectionis εἰ claritatis suae 
19-2 (p. 18). διὸ καὶ... προθέσεω:] P?: quocirca...propositionis 109. κανισκίῳ] 
disco 23. δακτυλοδείκτως.... οὕτως] digito extenso super eam hanc demonstrans 
27. ὃ διάκονοβ] sacerdos αὐτοῦ] Iesu 


affatur 


καὶ ἐξαίρετον ὁλοκάρπωμα τῷ Θεῷ καὶ Πατρὶ ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἀνθρωπείου γένους, ὡς 
γὰρ τῆς λόγχης τῆς κεντησάσης τὸν Χριστὸν ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ ἐστὶ καὶ αὕτη ἡ 
λόγχη. 
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καὶ οἱ τρεῖς εἰς τὸ EN εἰσιν" νῦν καὶ ἀεὶ καὶ εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. εἶτα λαβὼν τὸ 
θυμιατήριον καὶ θυμιάσας ποιεῖ εὐχὴν τῆς προθέσεως.) 

32. Περὶ τῶν ᾿Αντιφώνων. 

Ta ἀντίφωνα τῆς θείας λειτουργίας εἰσὶ τῶν προφητῶν ai προρρήσεις προ- 

5 καταγγέλλουσαι τὴν παρουσίαν τοῦ Ὑἱοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ τὴν ἐκ παρθένου ἐπὶ γῆς, 
[βοώντων] Ὁ Θεὸς ἡμῶν ἐπὶ γᾶς Ou (καὶ τοῖς ἀνθρώποιο ογνδνεοτράφηρ καὶ Εὐ- 
πρέπειαν ἐνεδύοδτο. ἤγουν τὴν σάρκωσιν αὐτοῦ δηλοῦντες, ἣν ἡμεῖς ἀποδεξά- 
μένοι καὶ μαθόντες διὰ τῶν ὑπηρετῶν καὶ αὐτοπτῶν τοῦ λόγογ γενομένων τῶν 
ἀποστόλων λέγομεν Ὁ μονογενὴς Υἱὸς καὶ Λόγος τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀθάνατος ὑπάρχων 

10 (kal καταδεξάμενος διὰ τὴν ἡμετέραν σωτηρίαν») καὶ τὰ ἑξῆς. 

33. Περὶ τῆς Εἰσόδου. 

Ἡ εἴσοδος τοῦ εὐαγγελίου ἐμφαίνει τὴν παρουσίαν καὶ τὴν εἴσοδον τοῦ 
(Υἱοῦ τοῦ) Θεοῦ τὴν εἰς τὸν κόσμον, ὡς λέγει ὃ ἀπόστολος (ὅτι) Ὅταν eicarary 
ἤτουν ὃ Θεὸς καὶ Πατὴρ τὸν πρωτότοκον εἰς τὴν οἰκογμένην λέγει Καὶ 

15 προοκγνηοάτωοαν δὐτῷ πάντες οἱ ἄγγελοι δὐτοῦ. ἔπειτα δεικνύντος τοῦ 
ἀρχιερέως διὰ τῆς στολῆς αὐτοῦ τὴν τῆς σαρκὸς τοῦ Χριστοῦ στολὴν τὴν 
ἐρυθρὰν καὶ αἱματώδη, ἣν ἐφόρεσεν ὁ ἄῦϊλος [καὶ Θεὸς] ὡς πορφύραν 
βαφεῖσαν ἐξ ἀχράντων αἱμάτων τῆς θεοτόκου καὶ παρθένου, καὶ ἀνέλαβε τὸ 
πλανηθὲν πρόβατον ἐπὶ τῶν ὥμων, τὸ ἀρχαῖον κώδιον τοῦ ἀδαμιαίου φυρά- 

20 ματος, ὁ Ποιμὴν ὁ κἀλὸς ὁ ποιμδίνων τὸν ζνέον) Ἰσραὴλ (ἐν) τῇ ῥλδλῷ 
τοῦ σταυροῦ αὐτοῦ, ἐν σπαργάνοις μὲν εἱλιχθεὶς καὶ τεθεὶς οὐκέτι ἐν φάτνη 
ἀλόγων ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τραπέζῃ [λογικῇ] ἀνθρώπων λογικῶν: ὃν ὕμνησαν ἀγγέλων 


ctpatial λέγουσαι Δόξα ἐν ὑψίετοις Θεῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς εἰρήνην ἐν ἀνθρώποις EYAOKia, 
καὶ Τοὰ ἡ Γῆ mpockynucatwcan αὐτῷ καὶ πάντων ἀνθυπακουόντων [περὶ 


25 τῆς clodBou} Δεῦτε προσκυνήσωμεν καὶ προσπέσωμεν αὐτῷ σῶσον ἡμᾶς 
Υἱὲ Θεοῦ, καὶ κηρύττομεν τὴν παρουσίαν αὐτοῦ φανερωθεῖσαν ἡμῖν ἐν χάριτι 
Ἰησοῦ Χριοτοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἡμῶν. 

34. Περὶ τοῦ τρισαγίου. 
Ὁ τρισάγιος ὕμνος οὕτως ἐστίν" ἐκεῖ μὲν οἱ ἄγγελοι εἶπον Adza ἐν ὑψίοτοις 


2. Lit, Βγε. (Litt, W. pp. 309, 360) 6. Bar. iii37; Ps. 8.S.Le.i2 
9. Lit. Bys. (Litt. E. δ W. p. 365 sq.) 13. Heb. i 6 18. Cp. S. Le. xv 15 
20. S. lo. x 11; Ps, Ixxix 1 ; Apoc. ii 27 21. S. Le. ii 12 544. 24. Ps. Ixv 4 
25. Ps. xciv 1; Lit. Bys. ἀντίφ. β' (Litt. E.t W. p. 365) 26. Gal. i 6 
29. S. Le. ii 14 

1, εἰς τὸ ἕν εἰσιν] unum sunt (vulg.) ὧν 
missae 5. yis]+futurum, ut illud 6. καὶ... . συνανεστράφη] P? 
8. γενομένων] quondam τῶν] καί P? : et 1ο. . σωτηρίαν] et 

.-Salutem nostram. om. P* 11, de ingressu euangelii 13. υἱοῦ 

τοῦ] P?: filii ὅτι] P?: quia 14. ἤτουν] hauddubium quin 15. αὐτοῦ] θεοῦ P? 
(Heb. i 6): Dei 18, θεοτόκου καὶ παρθένου] ἀειπαρθένου θεοτόκου P?: semper 
uirginis Dei genetricis 19. ὥμων] ὀρέων P?: montibus et 20, 6 καλό5] 
ὁ μέγας τῶν προβάτων P?; magnus ouium (Heb. xiii 20) νέον] P?: nouum 
ἐν] P? (Apoc. ii 27): in 23. ἐν ἀνθρώποις εὐδοκία] hominibus bonae uoluntatis 
(vulg.) 24. ἀνθυπακουόντων] audientibus περὶ τῆς εἰσόδου ad modum 
titulorum scriptum est σ᾽ 27. θεοῦ] κυρίου P*: domini 428, de trisagio hymno 


266 THE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 


Θεῷ, ἐνταῦθα δὲ (ἡμεῖς) ὡς μάγοι τὰ Apa προοφέροντες τῷ Χριστῷ mictin 
ἐλπίδα καὶ ἀγάπην ὡς χργοὸν καὶ λίϑανον Kai CMYPNAN, τῶν ἀσωμάτων τὸ dopa 
βοῶντες πιστῶς Ἅγιος ὁ Θεός, ἤτοι ὁ Πατήρ' ἅγιος ἰσχυρός, ὁ Yids καὶ 
Λόγος, διότι τὸν καθ᾽ ἡμῶν icyypén διάβολον δεσμεύσας κἀτήργηςε διὰ 
σταυροῦ τὸν τὸ κράτος ἔχοντά τοῦ θἀνάτογ καὶ τὴν ζωὴν ἡμῖν ἔδωκε τοῦ 5 
ἐπάνω δὐτοῦ πδτεῖν᾽ ἅγιος ἀθάνατος, τὸ Πνεῦμά τὸ ἅγιον τὸ Ζωοποιοῦν᾽ δι᾿ οὗ 
πᾶσα πνοὴ καὶ κτίσις ζωοποιεῖται καὶ διαμένει καὶ βοᾷ ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς. 

345. (Τὸ ἐκφωνῆσαι ἕνα τῶν ψαλτῶν ἐκ τοῦ ἄμβωνος προσέχοντα τῷ 
θυσιαστηρίῳ ἐν τῷ μέλλειν δοξάζειν μετὰ τὸν τριπλασιασμὸν τοῦ Τρισαγίου 
καὶ λέγειν Εὐλογήσατε κῦρι τὸ Δόξα πληθυντικῶς ἣ Εὐλόγησον κῦρι τὸ Δόξα το. 
ἑνικῶς" [τὸ μὲν πληθυντικῶς} σημαίνει τὴν τρισυπόστατον μίαν θεότητα 
δέεσθαι ὡς - πάσης τῆς ἐκκλησίας εὐλογηθῆναι wap’ αὐτῆς [κατ᾽ ἀξίαν] 
καθόσον ἐφικτὸν αὐτῇ ἀνθρώπῳ οὔσῃ καταξιωθῆναι σὺν ταῖς ἀσωμάτοις θείαις 
δυνάμεσιν τὸν χερουβικὸν καὶ τρισάγιον ὕμνον αὐτῇ τῇ ἁγίᾳ Τριάδι ἀναμέλ- 
mew: καὶ γὰρ διὰ τοῦ εἰπεῖν αὐτὸν εὐλογήσατε τὰς τρεῖς ὑποστάσεις Πατρὸς 15 
Υἱοῦ καὶ ἁγίου Πνεύματος ἐδήλωσεν, διὰ δὲ τοῦ προσθεῖναι τὸ κῦρι τὴν μίαν 
φύσιν τῆς θεότητος ἐτράνωσεν.) 

36. Περὶ τοῦ Συνθρόνου. 

Τὸ δὲ ἀνελθεῖν ἐν τῷ συνθρόνῳ τὸν ἀρχιερέα καὶ σφραγίσαι τὸν λαόν ἐστιν 
ὅτι ὁ Yids τοῦ Θεοῦ μέλλων πληροῦν τὴν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν κατὰ σάρκα οἰκονομίαν 20 
ἐπάρδο τὰς χεῖρας εὐλόγηςε τοὺς ἁγίους αὐτοῦ μαθητὰς λέγων αὐτοῖς Εἰρήνην 
ἀφίημι ὑμῖν" δεικνύων ὅτι τὴν αὐτὴν εἰρήνην [καὶ] εὐλογίαν ἔδωκε τῷ κόσμῳ ὃ 
Χριστὸς διὰ τῶν αὐτοῦ ἀποστόλων. 

37. (Τὸ δὲ Καὶ τῷ πνεύματί σου παρὰ τοῦ λαοῦ ἀποκρινόμενον τοῦτο δηλοῖ" 
ὅτι Εἰρήνην μὲν παρέσχες Κύριε τὴν ἐν ἀλλήλοις ὁμόνοιαν’ εἰρήνην δὲ δὸς ἡμῖν 25. 
τὴν πρὸς σὲ ἀδιαίρετον ἕνωσιν’ ἵνα τῷ Πνεύματί σου εἰρηνεύοντες, ὃ ἡμῖν ἐν 
ἀρχῇ Ἢ δημιουργίας [σου] ἐνέθηκας, ἀχώριστοι τῆς σῆς ἀγάπης τυγχά- 
νωμεν. 

38. Τὸ [δὲ] καθίσαι ἐστὶν ὅτι Yids τοῦ Θεοῦ τὴν σάρκα ἣν ἐφόρεσε καὶ τὸ 
πρόβατον ὃ ἀνέλαβεν ἐπὶ τῶν ὥμων (ὅπερ σημαίνει τὸ ὠμοφόριον), ὅ ἐστι τὸ 30 
ἀδαμιαῖον φύραμα, ἀνεβίβασεν [αὐτὸ] ὑπεράνω πάσης ἀρχῆς καὶ ἐξογοίδο καὶ 

1. 5. Mt. ii ται; 1 Cor. xiii 13 3-7. Lit. Bys. (Litt, E. δ’ W. p. 313) 

4. 5. Mt. xii29; Hebii1g 5. S.Le.x 19 6. 8. Io. vi 63 21. S. Le. 


xxiv 50; S. Io. xiv 27 24-27. S. Isid. Pel. Epp. i122 30. S. Le, xv 5 
31. Eph, i 21 


1. ἡμεῖς] P?: nos μάγοι] of μάγοι P? 2. τῶν ἀσωμάτων] incorporalium 
angelorum 3- βοῶντε5] clamemus 5. σταυροῦ] τοῦ σταυροῦ P? ζωήν] 
νίκην P?: uictoriam 8. ##. de cantore qui exclamat in trisagio hymno 8-17. Τὸ 
ἐκφωνῆσαι .. .érpavecev] P?: exclamare ... expressit 11. τὴν... θεότητα] 
hanc trium personarum unam diuinitatem 18. ut. de ascensu summi sacer- 
dotis in consessum 24. tit, quid sit et spiritui tuo quod populus dicit 
24-28. τὸ δὲ Καὶ... τυγχάνωμεν] P?: id sane quod... simus inseparabiles 
29. #t. quae sit cathedra summi sacerdotis 30. ὅπερ... ὠμοφόριον] per quod 
significatur superhumerale 
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κγριότητος τῶν ἄνω. δυνάμεων καὶ προσήγαγεν αὐτὸ τῷ Θεῷ. καὶ Πατρί: 
ἐπειδὴ [γὰρ] ὃ μὲν ἐθέωσεν, ὃ δὲ ἐθεώθη, τουτέστι τὸ πρόσλημμα ὃ διὰ τὴν 
ἀξίαν τοῦ (προσενέγκαντος καὶ τὴν καθαρότητα τοῦ) προσενεχθέντος ἐδέξατο 
[αὐτὸ] ὁ Θεὸς καὶ Πατὴρ ὡς θγοίαν καὶ προσφορὰν εὐάρεοτον ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἀνθρω- 
5 πείου γένους" «pos ὃν καὶ εἶπεν ὁ Κύριος τῷ Κγρίῳ moy Κάθογ ἐκ δεξιῶν Moy, 
6 Πατὴρ τῷ Υἱῷ, ὃς καὶ ἐκάθιςεν ἐν δεξιᾷ τοῦ θρόνογ τῆς μεγάλωούνης ἐν 
τοῖς ὑψηλοῖο᾽ οὗτός éctin ᾿Ιηοοῦς ὁ Nazwpaioc ὃ ἀρχιερεὺς τῶν μελλόντων ἀγαθῶν. 
1. τ Pet. iii18 4. Eph.v2; Rom.xiir 5. 5. εἶχ 6. Heb. viii 1,13 
7. S. Mt. xxvii 37; 5. Io. xix 9;. Heb. ix 11 

2-3. διὰ τὴν... προσενεχθέντοΞ] M! : propter dignitatem offerentis et ob munditiam 
eius qui oblatus est 3. τοῦ προσενεχθέντος | om. P? 5. πρὸς ὃν καὶ] hinc est 

illud 6, ἥτουν... ὙἹΦ] post Κυρίῳ μου lat. 
F. E. BRIGHTMAN. 

[ Zo be continued. | 


THE CREED OF APHRAATES. 


Dom ConNno_LLy, whose researches in Syriac Patrology are familiar to 
the readers of the Journal of Theological Studies, has recently published 
an article on ‘The Early Syriac Creed’. The documents upon which 
he has mainly relied for evidence, he tells us, are (1) the Homilies of 
Aphraates, (2) the Acts of Judas Thomas, and (3) the Doctrine of Addat. 
In the course of his article he presents us with ‘tentative reconstruc- 
tions’ of three creeds, based on actual expressions used by the writers 
of whom he is treating. By far the longest and most complete of these 
is the Creed reconstructed from the writings of Aphraates, and it will 
prove of special interest to those who have studied the Homilies of this 
writer, because opinion is divided as to whether there is anything in the 
writings of Aphraates which betrays knowledge of a creed. On the one 
hand it is stated by Dr Kattenbusch ἢ that there is no such indication ; 
on the other hand, Dr Bert, the German translator of the Homii/ies, 
holds the contrary view, and in this he is followed by Dr Hahn. 
But Dom Connolly differs from all these authorities; he refutes 
Kattenbusch by. presenting us with the text of Aphraates’ Symbol, 
but he entirely disagrees with Bert and Hahn, who consider 
that the Creed of Aphraates is contained in the passage from 
the first Homily, which Hahn has included in his Bidiothek der 
Symbole. It is not my purpose in this article to criticize Dom 
Connolly’s ‘reconstruction’—it would be somewhat early to attempt 

1 Zeitschrift far die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde des Urchristen- 
thums, 1906, pp. 202 ff. 

* Das Apostolische Symbol i p. 249. 
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this : I should, however, like to state my belief that it is in the highest 
degree probable that the Church of Aphraates did possess a regular 
Baptismal Creed, and that Dom Connolly has not gone beyond the 
legitimate use of the material at his disposal. His treatment, however, 
of the so-called ‘ Creed’ passage at the end of the first Homily requires 
some consideration. He is of opinion that in this passage Aphraates does 
not ‘ undertake to write out the text of his Creed’. In this Homily, 
‘faith’ is ‘considered from a totally different point of view’. ‘ Faith’, 
says Aphraates, ‘is like a building, and Christ is its foundation ; and 
since Christ also is to dwell in the building, it must be furnished with 
suitable adornments, to wit, good works, of which he gives a con- 
siderable list.’ Dom Connolly’s conclusion is as follows :—‘I prefer, 
therefore,’ he writes, ‘to look upon the passage as a short summing up 
of the whole argument, wherein Aphraates mentions a few of the leading 
articles of the Faith, only to set over against them a list of moral obliga- 
tions—the works of the faith.’ 

Thus far his argument is based on the nature of the contents of the 
first Homily; but he has other and more weighty considerations to bring 
forward, this time of a literary character. Dom Connolly finds in this 
passage traces of the influence of the apocryphal correspondence 
between St Paul and the Corinthians, documents which, as we know, 
were received 845. part of the Syriac New Testament in the time of 
Aphraates and St Ephraim, and were certainly known to both these 
writers... The errors which are enumerated in this correspondence 
are said by St Ephraim in his commentary to have been those ‘of the 
following of Bardaisan ’, who for this reason ‘ did not place this letter in 
their Apostle’. Dom Connolly contends that we have here the raison 
@étre of the strange ‘Creed’ of Aphraates. In his opinion it contains 
a refutation of all the errors, except one, mentioned in the letter of the 
Corinthians to St Paul; and in answer to his friend’s request Aphraates, 
Dom Connolly thinks, ‘must have had a special reason to state the Faith 
for him in the light of the errors of a particular school, probably that of 
the Syrian Bardaisan’. He concludes that ‘ the passage was composed by 
Aphraates himself . . . and that its contents are due to his selection’. 

But Dom Connolly appears to have overlooked one very important 
fact. Aphraates composed his Homilies, as he tells us, at the request 
of a friend, and the letter containing this request is prefixed to them, 
and in this letter his friend makes a profession of his faith. Now the 
errors referred to in the letter of the Corinthians, and said by St Ephraim 
to be those of the school of Bardaisan, are six in number, and of these, 
five are refuted by the Creed of Aphraates. Now it is certain from 
the passage in the letters of Aphraates’ correspondent, that he was quite 


1 Cp. Aph. Hom. xxiii, ed. Wright, p. 472. 
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orthodox on four of these five points, and if the theory of this article is 
correct he was orthodox with regard to all five of them. 

On one, viz. the ‘ Virgin birth of Christ’, he is silent, and on this 
Aphraates’ Creed is equally silent. Therefore, while I am perfectly 
willing to agree with Dom Connolly that the passage in Aphraates is 
coloured by reminiscences of the pseudo-Pauline correspondence with 
the Corinthians, I cannot agree with him that Aphraates’ friend appears 
to have had any special need of warning against the errors of the 
‘following of Bardaisan’, and in order to throw some further light on 
the passage, I propose to make some investigation of the confession of 
faith contained in the letter prefixed to the Homilies. But before 
doing this it will be convenient to quote the passage from the first 
Homily which is under discussion. 

In reply to his friend’s request that he should write and instruct him 
‘concerning our Faith, how it is’, Aphraates makes the following 
statement :—‘ This is the Faith, When a man shall believe— 

(1) ‘In God, the Lord of all, who made the heavens, and the earth, 
and the seas, and all that in them is, 

(2) ‘And He made Adam in His image, 

(3) ‘And He gave the Law to Moses, 

(4) ‘And He sent of His Spirit in the Prophets, 

(5) ‘And He sent His Christ into the world, 

(6) ‘And that a man should believe in the bringing to life of the dead, 

(7) ‘ And further, that he believe also in the Mystery (Sacrament) of 
Baptism.’ 

‘This’, he adds, ‘is the Faith of the Church of God’. Aphraates’ 
correspondent asks another question: he desires to know ‘what 
are the works required for it (the Faith)?’. In reply to this 
Aphraates continues, immediately after the words quoted above, as 
follows 

‘ And that a man should separate himself, 

‘From observing hours, and Sabbaths, and months’, and times, 

‘And enchantments, and divinations, astrology (Chaldeeism) and 
magic. 

‘ And from fornication, and music*, and from vain doctrines, the 
weapons of the evil one, and from flatterings, and from sweet words, 
and from blasphemy, and adultery. 

‘ And that a man should not bear false witness, and that none should 
speak with double tongues. 

‘ These are the works of faith ’.* 


1 i.e, new moons, ? Burkitt ‘ revelling’ (Rom. xiii 13). 


3 Aph., ed. Parisot coll. 44, 45. Compare Burkitt Early Eastern ee 
Ρ. 84 fol. 
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It is contended, in view of the fact that Aphraates uses the words 
‘This is the faith of the Church’, that this is a formal creed.1 And 
further, there is reason to believe, that the works which he enumerates 
form an integral part of his confession. Bert holds this view,? and 
with Bickell, who appears not to have done so, emphasizes the impor- 
tance of this passage.* The fact that ‘the Creed’ consists of seven 
articles is remarkable, considering that all other ancient symbols bear 
a threefold form. If it be compared with the Creed of Irenaeus, 
which he states was held by the Church dispersed throughout the whole 
world, even to the ends of the earth,‘ it will be seen that the first 
clause is all they have absolutely in common. The fourth clause is of 
course represented in Irenaeus, but, apart from the first clause, the 
Creed of Irenaeus, like other ancient creeds, is practically an elaboration 
of the fifth clause of the Creed of Aphraates. The same may be said 
roughly of its relation to the Regu/a Fidei of Tertuilian.® How then 
are we to account for ‘the Creed’ of Aphraates? And can we find any 
parallel to it? Dr Bert quotes a creed used at the ordination of 
Waldensian preachers of the Middle Ages. It has very little in common 
with that of Aphraates, beyond the fact that it also consists of seven 
articles, a fact remarkable in itself, and that its third article runs ‘Quod 
condidit legem moysi in monte Sinay’, thereby agreeing with the third 
article of Aphraates’ Creed.* It is, however, quite unnecessary to look 
to such a remote quarter for the Faith of Aphraates. The true 
explanation, I believe, lies much closer to hand, and is contained in the 
letter of Aphraates’ anonymous correspondent. This also contains 
a confession of faith. 

The passage referred to runs as follows :— 

‘ For I only firmly believe that, 

(1) ‘God is One, who made the heavens, and the earth from the 
beginning. 

(2) ‘And He adorned the world with His (possibly “its ”) works. 

(3) ‘And He made man in His image. 

(4) ‘ And it was He who accepted the sacrifice of Abel. 

(5) ‘And He translated Enoch because of his pleasing (Him). 

(6) ‘And He protected Noah because of his righteousness. 

(7) ‘And He chose Abraham because of his faith. 

(8) ‘And He spake with Moses on account of his meekness. 

1 Hahn has included it in his Bibliothek der Symbole. 

2 Bert p. 16 n. 1. 3 Bickell p. 31. 

* Irenaeus Contra Haer. i 10 i, ii. 5 De praescript. haer. xiii. 

5 The appearance of this clause in the Waldensian Creed is certainly remarkable. 
Perhaps it may help to account for the fact that, in the time of Innocent III, the 


charge was brought against the Albigenses that they preferred the law of the Jews 
to the law of Christians. 
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~ (9) ‘And also by all che prophets He spake. 

(10) ‘And He further sent His Christ into the world. 

‘In these things, my brother, I believe that so they γα. ἢ 

If I am right in my conjecture, we have here a far more primitive 
creed than that of Aphraates, and one out of which it could quite 
naturally be developed. The ‘symbolic’ use of events mentioned in the 
Old Testament can easily be paralleled, and is of very great antiquity, 
and I venture to think that the Creed before us could easily be 
translated into theological language by the aid of Aphraates himself 
and other early writers. To take a single example; the translation of 
Enoch is, for Aphraates, the means by which God made known to 
Death that his dominion should not endure for ever over all men.? 

But most remarkable of all is the fact, that by the change of a single 
word, possibly by the addition of a single letter, in the Syriac text, we 
could convert this document from a Christian into a Jewish Creed.* 
If instead of reading ‘ He ath sent His Christ into the world’, we read 
‘He will send His Christ into the world’, we have a creed which, 
I think, admirably expresses the tenets of Pharisaic Judaism, such 
a one in fact as St Paul himself might have subscribed to in his youth. 
It will, however, be urged that no such confession of faith appears to 
have existed among the Jews earlier than the middle ages, or at least 
we may confidently say that, apart from one passage in the writings of 
Philo,* none has survived to us. This fact certainly demands some 
explanation, and as far as I know those generally given are eminently 
unsatisfactory, and out of accord with facts as known to us, at any 
rate through Christian sources.* What we know of the proselytizing 
activity of the Jews is sufficient to make it eminently probable, on 
@ priori grounds at least, that some confession of faith would have 
been offered to candidates for admission to the Synagogue. Why then 
have we no knowledge of any such formula? If my conjecture be 
correct, and we have here before us a Jewish profession of faith, 
which, by the alteration of a single word, becomes a Christian Creed, 
it is surely not too much to surmise that such formulae would, in 
the course of time, come to be regarded with so great disfavour by 
Jews that their disappearance from the fragments of Jewish literature 
of the first three centuries, which are preserved for us, is amply 
accounted for. It was not, I think, till the middle ages, when the 
Christian controversies of early centuries of this era had been forgotten, 


Par. col. 4. 

3 Compare Homily xxii 3, Par. col. 906. 

* It is suggested that $pas was changed into dem. 

* De mundi opificio. 

* Compare Jewish Encycl. vol. i p. 148, ‘ Articles of Faith.’ 
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and new and different controversies had taken their place, that the lack 
of a formal profession of faith was felt, and an effort made to supply 
it. From Saadyah onwards we meet with attempts to formulate a creed, 
that of Maimonides ultimately obtaining more or less general acceptance. 
The record of the long and bitter dispute with regard to the Creed 
forms a chapter in the history of mediaeval Jewish theology which 
sufficiently proves that the idea of a formal profession of faith was by 
no means acceptable to those to whom it was proposed, not because 
they disagreed with the articles suggested, but simply because they had 
become unaccustomed to any such discipline. 

Let us now return to Aphraates and his correspondent. My sug- 
gestion, then, is, that the confession of faith contained in the letter 
addressed to Aphraates was originally Jewish, and that it had been 
converted to Christian uses by one very simple alteration. I have 
indicated that the existence of such a Jewish Creed is not, in itself, 
improbable on ὦ friori grounds. It remains to be seen whether 
there is any evidence for such a transformation of a Jewish into a 
Christian symbol, as I have suggested. I know of one passage at 
least which appears to me to contain such evidence. In his edition 
of Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles, edited from Syriac manuscripts, 
Dr Wright includes a section from the Περίοδοι of St Philip, which is 
‘not extant or at least unpublished in the original Greek, narrating the 
conversion of the Jew Hananiah or Ananias, and, by his means, the 
city of Carthage’. The narrative is briefly as follows. St Philip goes 
down from Jerusalem to Caesarea, to seek a ship to convey him to 
Carthage. He finds one, but the wind is unfavourable ; he is invited by 
the captain, who perceives that he is a servant of God, to embark, and 
pray for a favourable wind. St Philip does so, and invites those on the 
ship to join with him in prayer, which he addresses to our Lord. 
Immediately his prayer is answered, and a wind is granted of such 
violence that the ship begins to fly over the water like an eagle in 
the air. But one of the crew, by name Ananias, refuses to join in 
St Philip’s prayer, and blasphemes, saying, ‘May Adonai recompense 
thee, and the Messiah on whom thou callest, who lo! has become 
dust, and lies in Jerusalem, whilst thou livest, and leadest astray 
ignorant men by His name.’ When the wind comes for which the 
Apostle has prayed, an angel is in it, and the angel finding the Jew 
helping the sailors to hoist the sail of the ship, suspends him by his 
great toes head downwards from the top of the sail. The Jew appeals 
to St Philip for help, but St Philip swears that he shall not come down 
until he has confessed his blasphemy. Having done so, he again begs 
to be loosed from his unfortunate position, and states that the angel 
1 Apoc. Acts Ὁ. το. 
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is standing by his side, and is lashing him with scourges of fire. 
St Philip then says, ‘ How dost thou view this matter, Dost thou believe 
in the Messiah that He is the Son of God?’ The Jew’s reply, which is 
of some length, is, for our present purpose, sufficiently important to be 
given in full. I give it in Wright’s translation.’ ‘The Jew cried 
out weeping and saying with a loud voice “Yes, Sir, I believe in the 
Messiah, thy God, that He is ‘I am that I am’, El Shaddai, Adonai, the 
Lord (of) Sabaoth, the strong, the glorious in His holiness, Who 
made Heaven and earth by His word. And He made Adam in His 
image, and in His likeness, and He accepted the offering of Abel, and 
He rejected the offering of Cain the Murderer. And He removed 
Enoch, without his tasting Death. And He delivered Noah from the 
flood. And He spake with Abraham His friend. And He saved Lot 
from the midst of the overturned city. And He preserved Isaac 
from the knife. And He revealed Himself to Jacob at Bethel. And 
He expounded His secrets to Joseph. And He led Israel out of 
Egypt. And He spake with Moses in the thorn bush. And He 
divided the sea before the people. And He sent down the manna 
from Heaven. And He brought up the quails from the sea. And He 
dashed to pieces Pharaoh and his host in the sea of Suph. And He 
delivered Joshua the son of Nun in the wars. And He revealed His 
mystery to Gideon. And He strengthened Barak and Deborah in 
Israel. And He spake with Samuel in the interior of the Temple. 
And He destroyed Goliath before David. And He gave wisdom to 
Solomon. And He took up Elijah to Heaven. And He delivered 
Elisha from the armies. And He took Jonah out of the fish. And 
He brought Daniel out of the pit. And He extinguished the blazing 
fire of Ananias and his companions. And He rescued the wronged 
Susannah. And this is Emmanuel, the mighty God, in whose name the 
sea, and land, and the winds, and Angels are subject unto thee.”’ 

Now this lengthy résumé of Old Testament history, suggesting as it 
does Psalm cvi and, in a lesser degree, Psalm lxxviii, surely demands some 
explanation. St Philip could hardly doubt that the Jew would believe © 
the Old Testament. The explanation is, I think, that the Jew is here 
making a ‘Symbolic’ use of events described in the Old Testament. 
At any rate the Apostle seems to have understood him in this sense. 
His reply is for our purposes certainly suggestive. ‘And Philip 
rejoiced and glorified God and said: “ Praise be to Thee our Lord Jesus 
the Messiah, who changest rebellious minds and blasphemous tongues, 
and suddenly makest them harps praising Thy glory. Yea, Lord, 
pardon Thy servant Hanana who has believed in Thee.”’* And the 
Jew is, of course, straightway released. 

* Vol. ii pp. 73-74. 3 Wright p. 74. 
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May we not have here a reminiscence of some such happenings as 
I have suggested? Is it not possible that the author of this pas- 
sage, whoever he may have been, had actually encountered some such 
experience, or at least had heard that such things had actually 
happened? I am inclined to think that the ‘blasphemous tongues 
suddenly changed into harps of praise’ is no mere figurative expression, 
but a reminiscence of actual facts which were at one period of frequent 
occurrence. The length of the Jew’s reply needs some consideration. 
On the one hand, if the narrative is to preserve any appearance of 
verisimilitude (and it must be confessed that on the whole it is of a very 
extravagant order), it demands some explanation ; on the other hand, its 
prolixity differentiates it from the very concise formula used by 
Aphraates’ friend, with which, however, it will be seen that, in its 
opening sentences, it verbally agrees. It is of course possible that the 
passage, as we have it, is not in its original form. The temptation to 
amplify a simpler formula may have proved too great for an editor or 
scribe well versed in Old Testament history. But it may also be sug- 
gested that we have here a link between the final developement, as it 
occurs in Aphraates, of what may conveniently be called an Old Testa- 
ment Kerygma, and its earliest forms, as we find it, for example, in the 
famous passage of Ecclesiasticus, or the eleventh chapter of Hebrews. 

It remains for us (1) to attempt to translate the Creed of Aphraates’ 
correspondent into theological language, and (2) to compare that Creed 
with the Symbol given by Aphraates himself. Five Old Testament person- 
ages are mentioned in this passage—Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, and 
Moses. The juxtaposition of these names is of course extremely 
familiar. We have already seen that the mention of the translation of 
Enoch may be explained as a symbolic equivalent for belief in the ‘life 
of the world to come’. The addition of the words ‘because of his 
pleasing Him’ would suggest that the attainment of the after-life was 
dependent on the individual effort to please God. In the passage in 
the Acts of St Philip we have: ‘And He translated Enoch so that he 
tasted not death.’’ This would also sufficiently convey the possi- 
bility of an after-life, but is less satisfactory than the form under con- 
sideration. That God accepted the sacrifice of Abel is equivalent to 
saying that sacrificial service is pleasing to Him, a point apparently 
insisted upon as a test of the faith of converts to Judaism.? In 
St Philip the words ‘and He rejected the sacrifice of Cain’ are 
appended to this form, signifying the necessity of a right dispo- 
sition on the part of him who sacrifices. Possibly this was intention- 
ally omitted from the more developed formula, as coming rather 
under the head of the works demanded by faith, than in the category 


' Compare Parisot 906 lines 10-11. 3. See Jewish Encycl. vol. i p. 148 col. 2. 
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of the faith itself. That God protected Noah on account of his 
righteousness, recalling as it does the whole incident of the Flood, 
implies nothing else than the necessity of belief in a system of divine 
rewards and punishments, a dogma which occupies an important posi- 
tion in all mediaeval Jewish formulas of belief... The choice of 
Abraham because of his faith is of some importance. If the election 
according to faith was a formal article of the Jewish Creed, a fresh 
light, it may be urged, is thrown on St Paul’s arguments in his Epistle 
to the Romans, and elsewhere, and it is unnecessary to search the scanty 
record of Pharisaic Judaism in order to find passages which will explain 
the emphasis which the Apostle of the Gentiles laid on this dogma. 

We now come to Moses and the Prophets, a significant collocation. 
‘ And He spake with Moses because of his meekness, and also by all 
the Prophets He spake.’ This is equivalent to an expression of 
belief in the inspiration of the Scripture, but it is more than this. God 
speaks with Moses, but Jy the Prophets ; thus a higher level of inspiration 
is claimed for the Law than is allowed to the later portions of the 
Hebrew Canon.? It may be suggested that the words, ‘He spake 
with Moses because of his meekness,’ implying as it does a reminiscence 
of Deut. xxxiv 1o, represent the germ of a belief which found 
its ultimate expression in the beatitudes of the Sermon on the Mount. 
The tenth article of this Creed requires no comment. It remains to 
say something about the first three. Of these the significance of the 
first is self-evident. It is worth noticing, however, that in the passage 
of St Philip, after the words ‘And He made Heaven and earth’, we 
have the addition ‘by His word’. The second article is not so easy to 
explain. It appears, however, to mean that God placed in the world 
all things necessary for man’s use before his creation, an idea which is 
expressed by Aphraates himself at some length in Homily xvii, where 
he actually uses the expression ‘adorned the world’,® which occurs 
in the passage which we are now considering. The third article, ‘ And 
He made man (not ‘ Adam’ as in Aphraates’ Creed) in His image’, 
might possibly imply, on the one hand, man’s potentialities, on the 
other, his responsibilities. 

To summarize, then, it appears possible to express this Creed in the 
following manner :— 

I believe, 

(1) In one God, the Maker of Heaven and earth, 


? Compare the thirteen articles of Maimonides, art. ii. So also Saadyah, &c. 
3 ¢ Prophets’, no doubt, is here a term of wide significance. Aphraates quotes 


the Psalms as ‘the Prophet’. For different degrees of inspiration within the Old 
Testament itself, in the view of later Jewish Theology, see Qimchi’s preface to his 
Commentary on the Psalms, ed. Schiller-Szinessy, pp. 4, 5. 

3 Hom. xvii 7, Par. col. 797. 
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(2) And that He hath placed therein all things necessary for man. 

(3) That man is made in the image of God. 

(4) That sacrifices are acceptable to Him. 

(5) That there isa life of the world to come, the attainment of which 
is dependent on pleasing God. 

(6) That man is rewarded or punished according to his works. 

(7) That there is an election according to faith. 

(8) That the sacred Scriptures are the Word of God, and that there 
are degrees of inspiration, of which the highest is to be found in the Law. 

(9) That all Scripture is the Word of God. 

(10) That the Messiah, promised by God, has come. 

Now it is clear that, if the change in the last article which I 
have suggested was actually made, it would necessitate some modifica- 
tion in the mode of expression of the other articles. This has, 
I think, taken place in Aphraates’ Creed, to which we must now turn 
our attention. But before doing so, we should note the number of the 
articles of the Creed which we have just been discussing. The 
number ro of course suggests the Decalogue, which we know was used 
by the Jews as a confession of faith. It was regarded as such by Philo, 
and it is important to notice that, if it was so, we have the most 
primitive of all models for a Creed to which works were attached. 
The Jewish division of the Decalogue’ is a sufficient proof of its 
symbolic use.2 That it was employed in the Liturgy is seen from 
the Mishna (Tamid v 1), where its recital is ordered before that of 
the Shema (Deut. vi 4-9). This latter was also clearly used for sym- 
bolic purposes, and in it also we have the familiar juxtaposition of faith 
and works. The Mishna directs that after these have been recited 
there shall follow a prayer beginning with the words, ‘This is true and 
certain’. In fairly early times the Decalogue seems to have dropped 
out of the Liturgy. The Shema, however, remained, and it is possible 
that the prominent place assigned to it may be due to the fact that it 
is practically the only symbolic utterance which the Jewish Liturgy 
retained. Now, as it happens, we know the reason why the Ten Com- 
mandments were removed from the Liturgy. It is stated, both in the 
Talmud of Jerusalem and in the Talmud of Babylon, that they were 
removed on account of the Christians ; and it is interesting to note, in 
the second of these quotations, that one of the localities in which their 

1 See Taylor Sayings of the Jewish Fathers App. V, where all the evidence is 
collected, 


3 In the Jewish division, Exod. xx, verse 2 constitutes the first commandment ; 
verse 3 is regarded as the beginning of the second commandment. This division is 
as old as the Targum, but for our purposes it is sufficient to note that Aphraates 
himself is a witness to the Jewish division. He quotes the first commandment as 
‘Iam the Lord your God which brought you out of the land of Egypt’ (Hom. i 11). 
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use was abrogated was in the Persian Empire, and therefore, perhaps, 
not very far from the place where the letter we are discussing was 
written. If, as appears to be the case, there are good reasons for 
supposing that the Persian Church was in its beginning to a large extent 
composed of converts from Judaism, we have a fairly consistent ex- 
planation of most of the facts that are at our disposal. 

We now come to the ‘faith’ of Aphraates, a translation of which is 
given above. Let us compare it with that of his correspondent. 

Articles 1 and 2 of Aphraates’ Creed are practically identical with 
articles 1 and 3 of that of his friend’s. Article 2 of the latter has 
disappeared, so also articles 4,6, and 7. Article 5 appears in a new 
and developed form in Aphraates’ Creed as article 6, while articles 
8 and 9 of his friend’s Creed correspond to 3 and 4 of that of Aphraates. 

What is the significance of these changes? 

Articles 4, 6, and 7 of the ‘faith’ of Aphraates’ friend have dis- 
appeared. These, if my conjecture be correct, express belief in (4) 
the acceptability of sacrifices, (6) that man is rewarded and punished 
according to his works, and (7) that there is an election according to faith. 

Now the first of these articles, though to be expected in a creed of 
Jewish origin, would naturally disappear from one adapted to Christian 
purposes ; while with regard to the second it would be superfluous in a 
statement of faith such as that of Aphraates, to which was appended so 
considerable a list of ‘the works of the faith’. It is more difficult to 
find an explanation of the omission of article 7. It must, however, be 
remembered that Aphraates has added to his confession the words, 
‘ And further that he believe also in the Mystery of Baptism’. The - 
addition of the word ‘also’ lends colour to the view, that so far 
Aphraates considered that he had merely been offering to his friend 
a revised edition of his own confession, but it may also account for the 
omission of article 7 of that confession ; for was not a belief in the 
Mystery of Baptism a very practical demonstration of belief in an 
election according to faith ? 

Some other modifications have taken place. 

Belief in ‘the bringing to life of the dead’ is now explicitly stated, 
and not merely, by implication, under the figure of the translation of 
Enoch, and also the place of this article has been changed. In the older 
formula it occupies what may be termed its natural historical position, 
between the dogmas symbolized by the. sacrifice of Abel, and the 
preservation of Noah; in the revised edition of this formula it occurs 
just where we should expect, viz. after the mention of the Incarnation. 
There is, Aphraates appears to imply, a better and more convincing 
reason for belief in this article of the faith than had been suggested in 
his correspondent’s confession ; ‘He hath sent His Christ into the 
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world ’—belief in the resurrection necessarily follows. Aphraates takes 
over articles 8 and ο of his friend’s creed and expresses them in a 
modified and more strictly theological form. It is here especially that 
his reference, as Dom Connolly has shewn, to the pseudo-Pauline 
correspondence is evident. But it must be remembered that for 
Aphraates these documents were an integral part of the New Testament. 
He thus is merely expressing the Jewish doctrine of inspiration in what 
was, for him, New Testament language. He begins at Moses, and, 
quoting, as he believes from St Paul, declares that God ‘sent οἵ His 
Spirit in the Prophets’. 

Thus we have here simply a revised edition of the faith of ἝΝ 
correspondent, modified to meet more completely the needs of a 
Christian community. I do not fora moment suggest that Aphraates 
desired his friend to accept this statement as a formal or baptismal 
‘creed’. He merely seems to say: your old Jewish ‘creed’ with its 
slight modifications is inadequate for your needs; it requires further 
revision ; it may rather be expressed thus ; and then he gives his friend 
his revised edition of it. This of course does not exclude the 
hypothesis that Aphraates had in his mind the passages from the pseudo- 
Pauline correspondence ; but if he had desired to formulate a refutation 
of the Daisanite heresy, he would surely have included some reference to 
the Virgin Birth of our Lord, in which, as we know, he believed himself. 

Two very serious objections may be raised to the theory set forth in 
this article. It may be asked :-— 

1. If there did exist a Jewish creed, why have no traces of it survived 
in Jewish literature ? 

2. Why should it appear in such a document as the letter prefixed to 
the Homilies? 

Some answer to the first of these questions has already been 
attempted. We have seen that, on the hypothesis set forth above, there 
was every reason, from a Jewish point of view, for its suppression, and, 
further, we must bear in mind the very scanty nature of the Jewish 
literature of the first three centuries which has survived to us. But if 
such a creed existed, is it not likely that it would continue longest in 
use amongst Jews who had not as yet to deal with the problems of 
Christianity? Such a body was that of the Jews in Persia during the 
first two and a half centuries of this era. Christianity probably did not 
penetrate to this region till about the middle of the third century. It 
is surely possible that on this account the formula continued to exist 
unaltered among the Jews of this region, long after its use had been 
discontinued by their brethren who came in daily contact with Christians. 
Now it is perfectly clear from the Homilies that the difficulties by 
which Aphraates and his friend were beset frequently arose from the 
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hostility of the Jews, and from the Acta Martyrum it is quite clear 
that they took a very active part in the persecution of the Christians 
under Sapor II. In point of fact, it is quite possible that the condi- 
tions of the Church in Persia at the beginning of the fourth century, 
were in many respects similar to those of the churches of the Roman 
Empire some two centuries earlier. 

History was repeating itself; it is likely enough that the earliest 
converts to Christianity in Persia were Jews and Jewish Proselytes, and 
it is just among people of this kind that such a formula is likely to have 
continued to exist. Some such confession as this I surmise had been 
learned by Aphraates’ friend. It did not, for obvious reasons, satisfy 
him. He required something further and more specifically Christian. 
He asks for it, and receives it from Aphraates, in the shape of the 
revised edition of his confession, which is found, if I am right, in the 
passage under discussion, towards the end of the Homily concerning 
faith. 

It may, however, be further urged that no evidence is forthcoming 
from Western sources, and that if it had at one time existed, it is 
very improbable that no reference to such a confession should be made 
by any early Christian writers. I believe, however, that there is at least 
one passage which confirms the view I have taken ; at least, my theory 
offers an explanation of the passage, which is not at all easy to under- 
stand in its present context. It occurs in Irenaeus, contra Haer. iii 3 
§ 3. In this passage St Irenaeus is speaking of St Clement of Rome: 
ὃ καὶ ἑωρακὼς τοὺς μακαρίους ἀποστόλους, καὶ συμβεβληκὼς αὐτοῖς, καὶ 
ἔτι ἔναυλον τὸ κήρυγμα τῶν ἀποστόλων καὶ τὴν παράδοσιν πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν 
ἔχων. He then speaks of the letter sent by the Church of Rome to 
the Church of Corinth: εἰς εἰρήνην συμβιβάζουσα αὐτούς, καὶ ἀνανεοῦσα 
τὴν πίστιν αὐτῶν, καὶ ἣν νεωστὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀποστόλων παράδοσιν εἰλήφει. 
Here the Greek fails, and for the continuation of the passage we must 
rely on the Latin. It proceeds as follows :—annuntiantem (1) unum 
Deum omnipotentem, (2) factorem coeli et terrae, (3) plasmatorem 
hominis, (4) qui induxerit cataclysmum, (5) et advocaverit Abraham, 
(6) qui eduxerit populum de terra Aegypti, (7) qui colloquutus sit 
Moysi, (8) qui legem disposuerit, (9) et Prophetas miserit, (10) qui 
ignem praeparaverit diabolo et angelis eius. Hunc Patrem Domini 
nostri Iesu Christi ab Ecclesiis annuntiari, ex ipsa Scriptura, qui velint, 
discere possunt, et Apostolicam Ecclesiae Traditionem intelligere ; cum 
sit vetustior epistola his qui nunc falso docent, et alterum Deum super 
Demiurgum et factorem horum omnium, quae sunt, commentiuntur. 

Now if we examine the passage ‘unum Deum. .. angelis eius’, we shall 
find it corresponds very closely to the ‘ confession’ of the letter prefixed 
to the Homilies, and is almost entirely Jewish in character. I venture 
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to think that we have here another example of the Jewish creed. To 
facilitate comparison I subjoin a table (p. 15). 

Dom Connolly is certainly right when he says that ‘ If the Homily on 
faith were all that we had of his (Aphraates’) writings, we should know 
next to nothing of his real doctrinal position’. But fortunately we have 
more than this, and Dom Connolly has carefully collected the doctrinal 
statements for the purposes of his reconstruction. If my theory be correct 
it is not surprising that Aphraates, in the ‘ creed passage’ that has here 
been discussed, confined himself to the statement, ‘ He sent His Christ 
into the world’ ; with this article of his friend’s confession he is of course 
entirely in agreement, and he does not emend it in his revised edition. 

His doctrine of the person of Christ is set forth as follows by Dom 
Connolly in his reconstruction of Aphraates’ Creed :— 

‘I believe 

‘in our Lord Jesus Christ, 

‘the Son of God, 

‘God, Son of God, 

‘King, Son of the King, 

‘ Light from Light, 

‘Son, and Counsellor, and Guide, and Way, and Saviour, and 
Shepherd, and Gatherer, and Door, and Pearl, and Lamp, and First-born 
of all creatures, 

‘Who came and put on a body from Mary the Virgin of the seed 
of the house of David, from the Holy Spirit, 

‘and put on our manhood, 

‘ and suffered ’, or, ‘and was crucified, 

‘went down to the place of the dead’, or, ‘to Sheol, and lived again, 
and rose the third day, 

‘and ascended to the height’, or, ‘to heaven, 

‘and sat on the right hand of His Father ; 

‘and He is the Judge of the dead and of the living, who sitteth on 
the throne.’ 

The justification for this reconstruction will be found in the article 
from which it is quoted. I desire here to add a few words about the 
seventeenth Homily, that entitled ‘Concerning Christ that He is the Son 
of God’, to which we naturally look for information on Aphraates’ doctrine 
concerning the person of Christ. This Homily is an anti-Jewish 
polemic, and has been generally considered an argumentum ad hominem. 
This of course it is, but it is also a good deal more. Prof. Burkitt has 
given a most admirable summary of the Homily, of which he rightly 
says, ‘ Nothing less than this full abstract does full justice to Aphraates’ 
style and method’.' I give it here at length :— 


' Early Eastern Christianity p. 93. 
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‘This Homily, like so many that Aphraates wrote, is directed 
against the Jews, who complained that Christians worshipped a man 
whom they called Son of God, in defiance of God’s own word, “I am 
God, and there is none beside Me”. 

‘ Aphraates sets himself the task of defending the Christian practice, 
even if he should concede to the Jews that Jesus, whom the Christians 
call God, was only a man. “ Though,” he continues, “ we do affirm that 
Jesus our Lord is God the Son of God, and the King the Son of the 
King, Light from Light, Son* and Counsellor and Guide and Way and 
Saviour and Shepherd and Gatherer and Door and Pearl and Lamp ; 
and by many Names is He called. But now we will shew that He is 
the Son of God, and that He is God, who from God hath come” (§ 2). 
For the name of divinity has been given to just men, as for instance to 
Moses, who was made a God, not to Pharaoh only, but also to Aaron? 
(§ 3); and though the Jews say God has no son, yet He called Israel 
His First-born,* and Solomon His son.* David also says of them: “I 
have said Ye are Gods and sons of the Highest all of you” ® (δ 4). God 
gives the most exalted titles to whom He will: He called impious 
Nebuchadnezzar “ King of Kings”. For man was formed by Him in His 
own image, to be a Temple for Him to dwell in, and therefore He gives 
to man honours which He denies to the Sun, and the Moon, and the 
host of Heaven ° (§§ 5, 6). Man of all creatures was first conceived in 
God’s mind,” though he was not placed in the world till it was ready 
for him (§ 7). Why should we not worship Jesus, through whom we 
know God, Jesus who turned away our mind from vain superstitions, 
and taught us to adore the One God, our Father and Maker, and to 
serve Him? Is it not better to do this than to worship the kings and 
emperors of this world, who not only are apostates themselves, but drive 
others also to apostasy? (§ 8). Our Messiah was spoken of in the 
prophets even to the details of the Crucifixion (§§ 9, 10). We therefore 
will continue to worship before the Majesty of His Father, who has 
turned our worship unto Him. We call Him God, like Moses ; First- 
born and Son, like Israel ; Jesus like Joshua, the son of Nun; Priest, 
like Aaron ; King, like David ; the great Prophet, like all the prophets ; 
Shepherd, like the shepherds who tended and ruled Israel. And us, 
adds Aphraates, has He called Sons, making us His Brothers, and we 
have become His Friends (δὲ 11, 12).’* 

Now at first sight this does not appear to prove very much, and even 
though Aphraates may safeguard his arguments by prefixing to them 


1 Sic: cf. Isa, ix 6, and also § 9. 3 Exod. vi 1; vii 1. 
* Exod. iv 22, 23. 4 2 Sam. vii 14; cf. Heb. i 5. 

5 Ps, Ixxxii (Ixxxi) 6. ® Deut. iv 17. 

7 Ps. xc (Ixxxix) 1, 2. * Burkitt Early Eastern Christianity pp. 91 fi. 
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a confession of faith, that ‘Jesus our Lord is God the Son of God’, 
yet if we only call Him God like Moses, and First-born and Son like 
Israel, His Jewish adversaries would scarcely be convinced of the truths 
which our author is urging them to accept. As a matter of fact, taken 
by itself, this Homily does not seem to have very much point, and there 
is some reason for Dr Gwynn’s description of it as ‘painfully inadequate 
in the treatment of its great theme’.' It is only when it is read in 
conjunction with other passages in Aphraates’ writings that it becomes 
more intelligible. But even so, the ideas which underlie the somewhat 
obscure phraseology are by no means apparent on the surface, and 
it may be suggested that we have here only the first stage of the 
argument which Aphraates advises his friend to use in his controversies 
with the Jews. Its main object then would appear to be to prepare 
the way for subsequent developements of the argument, and that chiefly 
by pointing out that the ordinary terminology of Christian doctrine 
was not, as the Jews supposed, contrary to the teaching of the Old 
Testament. Others had been called God as well as Jesus, others also 
Son of God ; this in fact was perfectly scriptural language; how then were 
Christians guilty of blasphemy in so designating Him, who the Jews 
very well knew had converted the pagans among whom they lived to 
the worship of the God they themselves adored ? 

That Jesus was God in a very different sense to that in which the 
term was applied to Moses, and Son of God in a manner quite other 
than that in which Israel or Solomon had been so designated, might 
surely be left to be shewn on another occasion. It is as if Aphraates 
were advising his friend to set to work cautiously, to work from the 
known to the unknown, and above all to smooth the way by explaining 
the terminology in a conciliatory manner. The rest might surely 
follow later. Aphraates knew perfectly well the real significance of the 
facts, and he appears to assume that his friend did also, and would 
therefore know how to develope the argument for himself. 

It seems, therefore, that for the more developed form of his Christo- 
logical conceptions we must look to other parts of his writings. He 
has already made it clear from the confession of faith which he prefixes 
to the Homily which we have been considering, that he believed 
completely in the Divinity of our Lord, that He was God, Son of God. 
In what way, then, would he have differentiated between these appella- 
tions as applied to our Lord, and as applied to the heroes of the Old Tes- 
tament? The answer to this question is, I think, to be found in a passage 
in the twenty-third Homily. Speaking there of our Lord’s birth, he 
remarks, ‘Though He was not of the seed of Joseph, yet He received from 
the latter “the name of fatherhood” which had been transmitted from 


1 Gwynn Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers xiii p. 162. 
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Adam to Joseph, and in like manner “the name of priesthood” from 
John’, ἄς. Now this appears to be an important factor in Aphraates’ 
theology, and it is in the light of this statement that we should approach 
the arguments of Homily xvii, if we wish to understand them in their 
entirety. Itis in this sense that ‘we call Jesus God like Moses, and 
First-born, and Son like Israel, and Priest like Aaron’, &c. Not that 
Moses was in any real sense God, nor that the adoption of Israel was 
in a complete sense the υἱοθεσία, nor that Aaron was the great High 
Priest, who should make atonement for the sins of the whole world. 
But in each of these, and in a great many others, some one, or 
more than one, of those aspects or potentialities had been partially 
manifested, which ultimately found their complete expression in Jesus 
the God-Man. 

In conclusion it may be remarked that though the ‘creed passage’ 
is undoubtedly a very inadequate expression of Aphraates’ theological 
position, yet it would be wrong to minimize its doctrinal significance. 
It is in any case an immense advance on the point of view set forth in 
his friend’s confession of faith. In it we have mention of the three 
persons of the Trinity, ‘God the Lord of all, His Spirit, and His 
Christ,’ while the visible Church and the Sacraments are at least 
implied in the last article. 

The text of the Homilies itself is of course the best commentary on 


this confession, while the ‘Creed of Aphraates’ as ‘reconstructed’ by 
Dom Connolly may safely be regarded as the fullest expression which 
we possess of the theological position of their author. 


H. Lreonarp Pass. 


THE APOSTOLIC PREACHING OF IRENAEUS. 


In the Apostolic Preaching Irenaeus occasionally moralizes in a lofty 
strain on our duty to God and man. His theological statements are 
equally casual and invaluable. For in some places they throw more light 
on the problem of the relations of the Divine Persons to One Another 
than is to be found in the treatise Adversus Haereses. The dominant 
ideas of the Tract are, as in the Treatise, (1) immortality (ἀφθαρσία) 
conferred on man by the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit ; (2) the 
image and likeness of God restored to man by both the Son and the 
Holy Spirit, and (3) communion with God established through Christ. 
This last is pressed home by a quotation from Baruch (iii 2g— iv 1). 
That work had been already cited in Adv. Haer. IV 20, 4, with the 

1 Hom. xxiii Wright p. 473. 
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same application ‘ per quem commixtio et communio dei et hominis facta 
est’. But Irenaeus is here principally concerned with the Old Testament 
prophecies relating to the Messiah, as Son of God, as Pre-existent, as 
Incarnate, Risen, Ascended, and as our future Judge. His treatment 
and readings of these prophecies, which he interprets in the same 
typical manner as in the Treatise, to which he incidentally refers in 
c. 99 (e.g. IV 31, 1, typum quaerere), have many points of interest in 
biblical and patristic literature. One excellent point is given indirectly. 
The Armenian text of the fourth book of Adv. Haer., which was found 
bound with this Tract, assigns in IV 7, 1 the A/agnificat to Elisabeth, 
in agreement with the Clement and Voss MSS of the Latin Irenaeus, 
some MSS of the Latin gospels (a and 4) and Niceta of Remesiana. 


I. Lirerary AFFINITIES OF THE TRACT. 


In the first place, we find in this Tract many literary affinities with 
Justin Martyr’s Apology and Dialogue, and also with Irenaeus’s own 
Adversus Haereses. For instance, we have the same symbolic 
use of the Old Testament, the parallels of Mary and Eve, and of 
the tree of knowledge and the Cross, which are elaborated in both 
the Adv. Haer. and the Tract; the recapitulation (ἀνακεφαλαίωσις) 
or summing up of all things in Christ; the jealousy of the Devil; 
‘the prophetic Spirit’; the indescribable generation (inenarrabile 
genus) of the Christ; the name ‘Immanuel’; the prominence given 
to Moses ‘the first of the prophets’ (4/o/. I 32); and many other ideas 
which are drawn from the Afology and the Dialogue of St Justin. 
While, as a matter of course, Irenaeus repeats in a slightly altered 
form many of his own ideas and expressions: e.g. ‘the rule of the 
truth’ becomes ‘the rule of the faith’; while the Son is ‘the image 
of God’ in the Preaching c. 22, He is the ‘Visible of the Father’ in 
the Adv. Haer. (IV 6,6). The perfecting of men (τελείωσις), the resur- 
rection of the body, its incorruption (c. 32 and Adv. Haer. III 21, το), 
the adoption in Christ, His Incarnation and Virgin-Birth, the Church 
as the seed of Abraham, Adam and Eve in Paradise represented as 
boy and girl, innocent and virgin and created from the virgin soil, the 
free will and responsibility of men, and the founding of the churches 
by the Apostles—these topics are treated in the same way in both 
the Adv. Haer. and the Tract. 

It is interesting to observe that, while Irenaeus has taken over from 
the Gnostics ‘the seven heavens’ of which he writes (Adv. Haer, I 5, 2, 
and c. 9 of the Tract), he has abandoned his previous explanation 
of the name Satan which he had taken from Justin Martyr. In his 
Dialogue (c. 103) Justin had explained this name as consisting of two 
parts, card, which he says in the Hebrew and Syriac languages means 
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ἀποστάτης (apostata), and vas, which according to him means ‘serpent’. 
In Adv. Haer. V 21, 2, Irenaeus writes ‘Satana enim verbum hebraicum 
apostatam significat’, and alludes in the course of this work to the 
‘apostata angelus’ (IV Praef.). But before he wrote the Tract 
Irenaeus had found out that Satan was the Hebrew }0¥, adversary, 
and in c. 16 writes: ‘and was called ‘Satan, which in the Hebrew 
language means adversary. ‘This is doubtless the reason why we do 
not meet the afostasia which figures so largely in the adv. Haer., e.g. 
V 1,1. But he seems to be still under the impression that our Lord 
was over forty years of age at His crucifixion, for he says that Pontius 
Pilate was procurator under Claudius (A.D. 41), in order to bring the 
chronology of our Lord’s life into line with St John viii 51, or rather 
with the opinion which certain ancient teachers who influenced Irenaeus 
had founded on it. See Adv. Haer. II 22 and Tract c. 74. However, 
Irenaeus seems to have changed the views he had expressed in Adv. Haer. 
V 33, 4 οἵ Isa. ii 6-9. In the Adv. Haer. he had given a litera! interpre- 
tation ; here he follows a symbolic one. There he sees in the words 
a prediction of the return of the animals to their former state of 
subjection to man at the return of Christ as universal King; here (c. 61) 
of the reunion of mankind, a modification of his millenarian views. 

An allusion to the Adv. Haer., compiled about Α. Ὁ. 195, is made in 
c. 99, and there is a reference to the political situation and to the state 
of the Church in c. 48, where Irenaeus refers to ‘kings who now hate 
Him and persecute His name’. This refers, doubtless, to the persecu- 
tion of Severus A.D. 202 ; so that the inference is that the Tract was com- 
posed at about that time. And in Adv. Haer. II 35, 4 he refers to the 
‘ praedicatio apostolorum’ (which may have suggested the title of this 
Tract, ἐπίδειξις τοῦ ἀποστολικοῦ κηρύγματος : Eus. H. £. v 25) among 
other divisions of scripture or sections for catechetical instruction such 
as ‘Domini magisterium’, ‘prophetarum annuntiatio’, ‘ Apostolorum 
dictatio’, and ‘Legislationis ministratio’; while he speaks of ‘the 
Teaching of the Twelve Apostles’, hardly the document known by 
that name in the Preaching, c. 46. He speaks of ‘the economy of 
our redemption’ (c. 47) and ‘the economy of the Incarnation’ (c. 99) 
to which he had referred in the words of Adv. Haer. 1 το, 1: τὸ διὰ 
τῶν προφητῶν κεκηρυχὸς Tas οἰκονομίας, and says ‘the holy oil’ of Ps. xlv 
7-8 is the Holy Ghost with whom Christ is anointed (c. 47), while in 
Adv. Haer. 111 6, τ he writes ‘ He who is anointed is the Son and He who 
anoints is the Father’, and in III 18, 3 he writes ‘ Unguentem Patrem 
et unctum Filium et unctionem qui est Spiritus’. And he declares in 
the same chapter of the Tract that ‘His fellows are the prophets, the 
righteous ones, and the apostles and all they who have part in the 
fellowship of His kingdom, that is His disciples’—words which find 
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a remarkable echo in our ancient collect from the Sacramentary of Leo 
for the Third Sunday after Easter—‘Grant unto all them that are 
admitted into the fellowship of Christ’s religion that they may eschew 
those things that are contrary to their profession and follow all such 
things as are agreeable to the same.’ There are also many affinities, 
literary and spiritual, with the Church Catechism in this Tract. 


II. Use or Justin’s Works AND TEACHING. 

There are just a few points to which attention may be called in 
connexion with the use of Justin’s works and teaching. Inc. 53, when 
explaining the name Christ, Irenaeus says: ‘He is for example called 
Christ because the Father hath anointed and adorned (gesalbt und 
geschmiickt) everything through Him.’ Irenaeus is here following the 
explanation given of the name Christ by Justin, who wrote (Afo/. II 
9, 6) κατὰ τὸ κεχρῖσθαι καὶ κοσμῆσαι τὰ πάντα δι’ αὐτοῦ τὸν θεὸν 
λέγεται, where Scaliger suggested κατὰ τὸ καὶ χρῖσαι, and Grabe took 
κεχρῖσθαι in an active sense. Scaliger’s emendation finds support 
from an unexpected quarter. Justin Martyr (Aol. I 32) and 
Irenaeus (Preaching 58-59) both cite the prophecy of Isa. xi 1-10 
of the stem and the flower (both interpreting "¥2 as ἄνθος, the root 
meaning ‘to bloom’) in connexion with the explanation of Gen. xlix 
10-11, ‘the cloak and the juice of the grape’. Both master and 
pupil seem to have followed here and elsewhere some common 
collection of scriptural proofs. Again both master and pupil cite 
Isa. xxxv 3-6, Justin in Afo/. I 48 and Irenaeus in Preaching c. 67, as 
a prediction that Christ would perform works of healing. Both refer 
to Isa. lii 12-liii, Justin in Afo/. I 50 and Irenaeus in Preaching c. 68, 
as a prophecy of the fact that our Lord would suffer and be treated with 
ignominy ; and both (Justin in Afo/. I 35 and Irenaeus in Preaching 
c. 68) make the same comment on the psalms prophetic of such 
suffering, i.e. that David himself never suffered. Justin (Dialogue 53) 
and Irenaeus (Preaching 76) cite Zechariah xiii 7 as a prediction of the 
scattering of all the disciples, and both make the comment that they 
did not believe in Him until He had risen. Irenaeus (c. 78) also 
cites the Apocryphal saying: ‘And the Lord the Holy One of Israel 
remembered His dead, &c’ as Jeremiah’s. Justin had also ascribed it 
to Jeremiah in Dialogue 72. In III 20, 4 of the Treatise Irenaeus had 
ascribed it to Isaiah, but to Jeremiah in IV 22, 1. Like Justin, who 
described our Lord as ἄτιμος καὶ dedys, Dial. 14, 14, Apol. I 52, 
Irenaeus (c. 71) speaks of ‘the mean and contemptible appearance of 
His body’. Like Justin, who identified the Spirit with the Word in 
Apol. 1 33, πνεῦμα ov... οὐδὲν ἄλλο νοῆσαι θέμις ἢ τὸν λόγον, 
Irenaeus writes (Preaching 71) ‘the scripture points out that Christ, 
being the Spirit of God, would become a man capable of suffering’. 
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Like Justin, who quoted Isa. lvii 2 with the punctuation ἡ ταφὴ αὐτοῦ 
ἤρται ἐκ τοῦ μέσου (Dial. 97), which, however, Irenaeus does not follow, 
he treated this text as prophetic of the resurrection (Preaching 72). 
And like Justin (Afo/. 1 35) he interpreted ‘the government shall be 
upon His shoulder’ (Isa. ix 5) as indicating the power of the 
Cross to which His shoulder was fastened (Preaching 56). But 
Irenaeus (c. 71) gives an independent explanation of Lam. iv 20, 
where he follows the LXX reading πνεῦμα προσώπου ἡμῶν Χριστός, 
which Justin, who ‘read πνεῦμα πρὸ προσώπου (Apol. 1 55), explained as 
breath in connexion ‘vith the remark that the nose through which we 
breathe has the form of a cross on the face. Irenaeus renders πνεῦμα 
here as Spirit. 

He does not, however, often desert his old master. There is, 
for example, a passage in the Tract (§ 49) which can only, I think, 
be explained by a reference to Justin Apo/. I 36, 37, 38. Irenaeus, 
speaking of the Spirit of God, says ‘He takes form and shape in the 
prophets according to the character of the Person concerned, and 
speaks sometimes as Christ and sometimes as Father’. Justin says 
in the passage referred to that the prophecies uttered by the prophets 
under the influence of the prophetic spirit were sometimes spoken 
in the character of the Father and sometimes in the character of 
the Christ, ποτὲ δ᾽ ὡς ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ δεσπότου πάντων καὶ πατρὸς 
θεοῦ φθέγγεται, ποτὲ δ᾽ ὡς ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ Χριστοῦ. As instances of 
the former Justin cites Isa. i 3 sq., of the latter Isa. 1 6-8. 

III. INDEPENDENT USE OF JusTIN’s READINGS AND LXX. 

Many quotations from the prophets in the Tract are after the version 
of Justin, and in some places are similar to the LXX, but in other 
places shew independence, e.g. c. 5g—‘And his rising shall be glorious’ 
(Isa. xi το). LXX has, after Heb., ἀνάπαυσις, rest. The word in Irenaeus 
is probably due to confusion of some part of DY or derivative, e.g. 90 
‘standing place’ with M39. Inc. 58 he cites Num. xxiv 17, ‘A star will 
rise out of Jacob and a dader be raised out of Israel’. Here LXX has 
ἄνθρωπος, but Heb. 03, staff or sceptre, the constr. plural of which, "®2¥, 
means rulers in 2 Sam. vii 7. Micah v 1 is cited in c. 63 differently from 
LXX and Hebrew, but after Justin Afo/. I 34 ὅστις ποιμανεῖ τὸν λαόν pov ; 
while Hosea x 6 is cited in the LXX form καὶ αὐτὸν εἰς ᾿Ασσυρίους 
δήσαντες ἀπήνεγκαν ξένια τῷ βασιλεῖ "lapeip both by Justin Dial. 103 
and by Irenaeus Tract c. 77. Isa. liii 4 is cited after Matt. viii17 and not 
after LXX or Heb. in c. 67. Zech. ixg is cited in c. 65 after LXX, but 
omitting δίκαιος and σώζων with Justin Afo/ I 35. The whole 
discussion on Isa. lii 12-liii in cc. 68-69 bears a close resemblance 
to its treatment and readings in Justin’s Apology and Dialogue, e.g. in 
c. 69, ‘through His stripes we have healing’ (Isa. liii 5) is after 
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Justin’s Dial. 95 and 17 which latter has δι᾽ of τῶν μωλώπων ἴασις 
γίγνεται, where Justin evidently regarded the niphal form ἐδ Ε΄) as 
substantive, the LXX reading ἰάθημεν, as Justin does in Dial. 32 where 
he also has the sing. τῷ μώλωπι after Heb. and LXX: cf. Dia/. 43. 
But in his interpretation of Isa. liii 8 Irenaeus was unhappily led astray 
by both Justin (Afo/. I 50) and LXX, who read ἡ κρίσις αὐτοῦ, through 
overlooking before BBY, Irenaeus gives a different reading from 
Justin and LXX of Zech. xiii 7 in c. 76—‘Sword, awake against the 
man who is my companion’; LXX ἐπὶ ἄνδρα πολίτην pov, Justin 
Dial. 53 ἐπ᾽ ἄνδρα τοῦ λαοῦ pov, reading “BY for ‘NOY, ‘my fellow or 
fellowship’. Irenaeus is nearest to the Hebrew. Inc. 75 he follows 
the LXX version of Ps. lxxxix 39-46, reading "ἀεί of His sword’ 
(βοήθειαν, but Heb. “¥ acies); and in c. 84 the LXX of Ps. xxiv 7, 
reading of ἄρχοντες, evidently through confusion of ἽΦ᾽ prince and "We 
gate ; but in c. 85 he follows the Hebrew reading of Ps. xix 7, ‘And 
nothing (8) remains hid from the heat thereof’, while the LXX and 
Justin have οὐκ ἔστιν ὅς. In c. 86 he reads ‘messengers’ in his 
version of Isa. lii 7; but Heb. and LXX have the singular. Inc. 49 
he reads Isa. xlv 1,‘ The Lord said to my Zord the Anointed’ instead of 
‘to Cyrus mine anointed ’, through confusion of κύρῳ (LXX and Hebrew) 
and κυρίῳ. But in c. 96 he gives a nearer version of the Hebrew 913, 
to break or cut the neck, than the LXX, which reads ἀποκτενῶν. The 
German is wiirgen, to strangle. And in c. 68 he wrongly renders 530 
of Isa. liii 12 as passive, i.e. ‘is known.’ LXX and Justin have συνήσει 
and Vulgate inéelliget. 
IV. New TESTAMENT READINGS AND REFERENCES. 

Of Irenaeus’s New Testament readings one is to be noted. He read 
ὄξος instead of οἴνον in Matt. xxvii 34. In this matter he keeps company 
with Cod. Alexand. and Cod. Sangall. ‘ written in Latin (most probably 
by Irish) monks in the west of Europe during the gth [rather roth] 
century’ (Scrivener). This is an interesting link between the Irish 
Church and Irenaeus, whose writings had a great influence upon the 
life and thought of St Patrick. See Hermathena, 1906, in which I have 
tried to establish this point. There is an indirect reference to Heb. xii 23 
in c. 94, where he writes: ‘The Lord Himself has saved us by giving 
many children to the Church, the assembly of the firstborn, which recalls 
πανηγύρει καὶ ἐκκλησίᾳ πρωτοτόκων. But owing to his following. the 
principle of citing Old Testament authorities rather than New in this 
work, he does not indicate the source. He, however, distinctly ascribes: 
John i 14 to ‘His disciple John’ (‘Johannes discipulus Domini’ of 
Adv. Haer. IV 30) in c. 94, and John i 1 to ‘His disciple John’ in 
c. 43—another link between the disciple John and the Fourth Gospel. 

F. R. MontGoMERY HITCHCOCK. 
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‘CHIEF PRIESTS’ IN THE LATIN GOSPELS. 


In the American Journal of Theology for 1907, p. 500, Dr Nestle has 
an interesting Note on the Gospels in the Latin Vulgate. Dr Nestle 
propounds the theory that S. Jerome did little more than cursorily revise 
a current text, and that this current text was of great antiquity, each 
Gospel the work of a separate translator, whereby he says ‘it is clear 
that the text-critical value of it is greatly enhanced, seeing that the trans- 
lation goes back into a time when the Gospels were not yet united into 
one collection’. For the proof of this surprising statement Dr Nestle 
appeals to the way in which the same Greek word is translated differently 
in the several Gospels. His instances are ἀρχιερεύς, παρακαλεῖν and 
ἐπιτιμᾶν. I propose to examine the first in some detail, because a 
Statistical method is eminently appropriate for technical terms, the 
rendering of which do not depend upon the context. 

Dr Nestle says : ‘ Take ἀρχιερεύς. It occurs in Matthew 25 times; 
in Mark, 21 times; in Luke, 15 times; in John, 21 times. It is 
rendered fontifex in Matthew, Mark, and Luke but once, among 61 
cases ; in John everywhere, except in the first passage (vii 32), where 
the Vulgate has principes and seems to have read ἄρχοντες instead of 
ἀρχιερεῖς. 15 this again accidental? Or does it prove diversity of trans- 
lators? It is obvious that the translation of John is due to another 
hand than that of the rest. 

‘ But that also Matthew, Mark, and Luke were not translated by the 
same man is shewn by the fact that in Matthew the regular translation 
οἵ ἀρχιερεύς is princeps sacerdotum, and in Mark summus sacerdos. In 
Matthew there is not a single deviation from frinceps sacerdotum ; in 
Mark summus sacerdos appears 16 times (among 21), and is replaced by 
pontifices in xv 11, because the preceding verse ended in summi sacerdotes, 
and it would have sounded very badly to go on again summi sacerdotes ; 
in xiv 35 bythe simple sacerdotes, because summus sacerdos had occurred 
already in the same verse ; by princeps sacerdotum in ii 26, x 33, xi 18. 
But these are such exceptions as prove the rule.’ 

Of course, if Dr Nestle means no more than that the Vulgate Gospels 
are not entirely a new translation from the Greek, but a revision more 
or less thorough of some ‘ Old Latin’ text, then we shall all agree with 
him. My object in this Note is to point out that the phenomenon 
noticed by Dr Nestle in the Vulgate is found in most Old Latin texts 
as well, and to suggest that they are best explained as more or less 
partial revisions of all Four Gospels, not always it may be assumed with 
the help of a Greek Codex. If Dr Nestle’s theory be true for any known 
Latin text, it will be true for the African Latin. 
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summus sacerdos 


First of all it may be worth while mentioning that ἱερεύς is regularly 
rendered by sacerdos in all texts. The only exception in the Gospels is 
Με. i 44, where the Vulgate supports τῷ ἀρχιερεῖ in agreement with 
13 &c. (the ‘ Ferrar Group’) and 33, but against all other Greek MSS 
and all Old Latin texts. As this Latin reading must surely be due to 
Jerome himself, it is interesting for our purpose to note that the rendering 
is principi sacerdotum. 

In the following Tables the symbol for a MS indicates that it has the rendering 
prefixed to the head of the column in which it stands, / is only cited for Le. and 
Joh. ; ”, except where cited, may be assumed to be lost. &, the leading MS of the 
African (i. e. Cyprianic) text, is only extant for the first half of Matt. and the latter 
half of Με. ¢, the other predominantly African MS is (roughly speaking) lost 


wherever & is extant ; it is also lost for the whole of Matt. xxv, xxvi, and xxvii. 
bis missing for the concluding chapters of Mc. 


7 νε 
bd 
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yr evg 
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d vg 
4 
vg 
d vg 
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«| sacerdos ) princeps sacerdotum ;summus sacerdos; (other renderings) 


larfove 

larfec vE 

pont. au. sacerdotum 
[Asat ὃ xix, xx] 


primi sacerdotesc,om. / 


om. eabfflr 
[Aiat q (and in xxiii 23}} 


[Aiant dl ad fin.) 


principes (iudaeor.) 
bafc [hiat 


One or two notes on special passages may be made before coming to 
the general conclusions. 

Matt. xvi 21. Neither sacerdotibus in Iren. iii 18 nor principes sacer- 
dotum in Tyconius 61 proves much, as both quotations appear to have 
been made from memory. But the latter passage at least proves that 
princeps sacerdotum was familiar to Tyconius in Africa about 380 a.D., 
even if it did not stand in his Bible. 

Matt. xxvi 59. The occurrence of the simple princeps in a and n is 
a good instance of the close connexion between these two MSS. It is 
of course a mere stylistic change, Caiaphas having been called princeps 
sacerdotum in the two preceding verses. . 

Mc. ii 26. ἐπὶ ᾿Αβιάθαρ ἀρχιερέωσ is absent from all genuine Old 
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Latin texts: it is therefore important to notice that when ἀρχιερεύσ is 
being introduced for the first time by the Vulgate and the late MS ¢g the 
rendering is princeps sacerdotum. This agrees with what was noted 
above for Mc. i 44. vg. No doubt ¢ is here interpolated directly from 
the Vulgate, and f from the Gothic, as often elsewhere. The Gothic 
has here the simple gudja, used indiscriminately for ‘ priest’ and ‘ high 
priest’. 

Me. x 33, xi 27, xiv το. Inall these places a has pontifices sacerdotum, 
which may fairly be regarded as evidence for an original Aontifices, 
altered by a scribe who was more familiar with principes sacerdotum. 
Probably the simple principibus in Mc. viii 31 a has a similar origin. 

Mc. xiv 53. The omission in & is due to ‘like beginning’ ; it is clear 
that Aontif. stood in its ancestry both in 5.35 and 53%. The simple 
sacerdos of gr is no doubt to be explained as Dr Nestle explains it (see 
above) ; just as princeps in Matt. xxvi 59 am is short for Princeps sacer- 
dotum, so sacerdos is here short for summus sacerdos. 

Mc. xiv 61. There is some reason for thinking that ἀρχιερεύσ was 
absent from the immediate ancestry of d and of g (see Tisch. ad loc.) ; 
if so, in replacing the word each MS keeps to its own usage. 

Mc. xv 10, 11. There is much variation here, and the Greek text as 
printed is perhaps wrong (see below). In various ways B 1 &c. 565 700 
(2) (6) ar syr.S arm boh all testify to the omission of ἀρχιερεῖσ either 
in ver. 10 or ver. 11. It is probable that fontifices in ver. 11 in the 
Vulgate is due to Jerome himself ; if so, it suggests that considerations 
of style sometimes were preferred by him to considerations of con- 
sistency. 

Mc. xv 31. # may be regarded as a substitute for a. 

Le. xxii 50. The independent character of ¢ in the last two-and-a-half 
chapters of Luke comes out well in these lists. Its marked preference 
for sacerdos as opposed both to the ordinary princeps sacerdotum and to 

pontifex is borne out by 6 in Lc, xxiv 20. 

Le. xxiii 13, xxiv 20. Both ἄρχοντεσ and ἀρχιερεῖσ occur in the Greek 
of these verses, so that texts which normally would have principes sacer- 
dotum were in a difficulty. In xxiii 13 de/r vg render ἄρχοντεσ by 
magistratus as in Le. xii 58 lat.vt, while 77 omits ἄρχοντεσ altogether, as 
do a(d) 77 1 in xxiv 20. The other alternative is followed by /, and in 
xxiv 20 by vg also, viz. to retain principes for dpxovreo and to get a fresh 
term for ἀρχιερεῖσ. The evidence of ¢ makes it probable that sacerdos, 
not fontifex, stood in the earliest texts of these passages: had pontifex 
been used here it would have been allowed to stand side by side with 

It is probably a mere slip of St Jerome’s pen that the best MSS of the 
Vulgate have summi sacerdotum in Lc. xxiv 20. 
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Joh. vii 32 is greatly confused in order, but the distribution of the Old 
Latin documents is essentially the same as in ver. 45. 

Joh. xix 21. The Greek is οἱ ἀρχιερεῖσ τῶν Ἰουδαίων, for which sacer- 
dotes Iud. in e is a sufficient equivalent. Then sacerdotes was changed 
in the interests of literalness into principes sacerdotum, preserved in a ff, 
and then sacerdotum omitted for euphony in 4 gf ¢, the sense being clear. 
The Vulgate reading is doubtless a correction of the simple principes, 
the same term being chosen as in xix 6 and 15. 

To turn now to the general question. There can be little doubt that 
in Mark, John, and the first twenty chapters of Luke fontifex is the 
constant ‘ African’ rendering of ἀρχιερεύσ, and that princeps sacerdotum 
only finds a place in ὁ through occasional assimilation of its fundamen- 
tally African text to a more commonplace vocabulary. It is equally 
certain that fontifex has no place in the African text of Matthew, its 
place being taken by simple sacerdos (Cyp. 1/1, & 1/1, 6 2/6). The 
evidence of & in Matt. ii 4 and of Cyprian 80 in Matt. xxvii 3 makes it 
certain that sacerdos alone must be accepted as an African equivalent to 
ἀρχιερεύσ. It is therefore difficult to resist the conclusion that sacerdos 
is also the true African rendering in Mc. xv 31 (4), Le. xxiv 20 (¢ ¢), 
Joh. xix 15 (6 a). And if so, remembering the ‘ African’ character of ¢ 
in Le. xxii, xxiii, and the non-African character of ¢ in the same chapters, 
we need have little hesitation in accepting the evidence of ¢ for sacerdos 
in Lk. xxii 50, (52), 54, xxiii 4, 10, (13), and I do not hesitate to add 
ver. 23 also." 

Thus for the African text we find that the rendering of ἀρχιερεύσ is 
sacerdos in Matt., pontifex in Mc. Lc. Joh., but with a tendency to lapse 
back again into sacerdos at the end of each Gospel. Possibly this may 
indicate that the Gospel of Matthew was translated separately and at an 
earlier date than the rest, but it might almost equally be regarded as the 
result of translating the Four Gospels in the order Matt. Joh. Le. Mc. 
The difference of style between S. John and S. Matthew and the difference 
of context in which ἀρχιερεύσ occurs in these Gospels, might produce 
a difference of rendering for this and other words, and the use of pontifex 
once established it might be continued in Lc. and Mc. Sacerdos and 
pontifex must have been regarded as practically equivalent, for in 
Cyprian’s quotations from Ac. xxiii 4, 5, he has three times sacerdotem 
(Dez) in ver. 4, but pontifex in ver. 5.” 

If the ‘ African’ Latin be a translation of the full Gospel Canon it is 
not likely that the European texts, which on the whole appear to be 


1 That is, to accept καὶ τῶν ἀρχιερέων as a genuine ‘ African’ reading. It must 
be remembered that ¢ has been corrupted from the Latin Vulgate, not from the 
Greek ‘ Antiochian’ Vulgate, and the Latin Vulgate omits these words. 

2 Cyprian 470, 671,729. Augustine has princeps sacerdotum. 
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so much less primitive, are ‘ translations’ of separate single Gospels. Is 
it not much more likely that they represent textual and linguistic revisions 
of the early forms of the African text ? 

On no theory is it easy to account for swmmus sacerdos. It is 
certainly not due to Jerome, for Jerome introduced frincipes sacerdotum 
in Me. i 44, ii 26,and fontifices in xv 11. The distribution of evidence 
is made difficult to trace by the lacunae which occur in many MSS of 
Mark. ¢ fails from viii 31, 4 from xiv 1, ὦ from xiv 43, / from xiv 53>—-60 
and from xv 1, not to speak of occasional failures in 7 and g. But 
enough remains to suggest that it was almost as frequent in 4 as in d. 
Here as elsewhere 4 represents tendencies which the Vulgate carries out 
more fully. The curious thing is that while all the European MSS have 
summus sacerdos for ἀρχιερεύσ in Mc. several times, it never occurs in 
any ‘ African’ document (for ¢ when it agrees with vg ought not really 
to be classed as Old Latin at all), and hardly ever occurs outside Mc. 
The total lack of African support shews that it cannot be primitive: it 
must therefore be regarded as a correction for pontifex, not an inde- 
pendant translation of ἀρχιερεύσ. When & leaves off using pontifex, the 
evideace for summus sacerdos at once shrinks, ¢ f (and once even 4) 
going over to princeps sacerdotum. 

It & difficult to realize the facts about the extant texts of the Gospels 
in Lajin, and more difficult still to reconstruct their history. But I feel 
sure df two things : first, that our theories must start from the African 
texts,not from the Vulgate and other comparatively late revisions ; and 
seconily, that the greater amount of variety in rendering found in 
S. Mak’s Gospel corresponds to its comparative neglect for literary and 
liturgcal purposes. In the other Gospels, especially S. Matthew, there 
was smething of an ecclesiastical standard in vocabulary, which reacted, 
perhsps unconsciously, upon editors and scribes, but this restraining and 
standardizing influence was less felt when the text of S. Mark was being 

revised, either from a Greek MS or for stylistic purposes. 

| In conclusion, let me once more express my belief that such investi- 
gations as that which Dr Nestle has begun must not be based on the 
Vulgate, a text which has had too long and complicated a history for us 
to be able to divine that history by internal evidence alone. And we 
must take the evidence of the whole vocabulary of the Gospels. If we 
found that the earliest texts that have come down to us have regularly 
felix in S. Matthew but deatus in 5. Luke as a rendering of μακάριοσ, 
and also mundus for ὃ κόσμοσ in the Synoptic Gospels but saecudum in 
S. John, then we might begin to wonder whether this difference of 
rendering does not correspond to a difference of place or date in the 
translations. But the evidence, in my opinion, does not point to such 
rigid original uniformity. Saecu/um for mundus is really characteristic 
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of the ‘ African’ text of S. John, but the evidence that even Cyprian 
had mundus in Joh. i is very strong, and it is hardly likely that different 
parts of the Fourth Gospel were translated into Latin by different hands, 
Finally, words like turba, populus, multitudo (as renderings of ὄχλοσ) are 
quite intractable to any theory of primitive uniformity. For reasons 
such as these I still believe that the appearance of summus sacerdos for 
ἀρχιερεύσ in the Vulgate text of S. Mark is the result of unsystematic 
revision of the ‘ European’ texts of the Old Latin, not a primitive 
feature preserved unchanged from the age when the Gospels circulated 
separately. 


Note on some Latin texts of Mark xv το, 11. 


1. The text of a may be thus restored from Irico’s edition : 


ATENIM sctebat enim 


quod propter 


inutdiam 


+++.IDERUNT 
++ UMPRIN 
++» ESSACER 
UMQUI 
MTUR 

SUASE 


tradiderunt 
prin- 
-cipes sacer- 
-dotum qui 
efiam tur 
bae suase- 


..UTMA -runt ut ma- 


GISBARABBA> (col. 2) -gis barabban 
DIMITTERET dimitteret 


ILLIS illis 

This agrees exactly with the reading of 565 700 and the Armenia, i.e. 
10 ἥδει γὰρ ὅτι διὰ φθόνον παρέδωκαν αὐτὸν οἱ dpxiepeio,” οἵτινεσ καὶ Tév5yxhov 
ἔπεισαν ἵνα μᾶλλον τὸν Βαραββᾶν ἀπολύσῃ αὐτοῖσ. 

(565 and arm omit μᾶλλον. 700 has ἀνέσεισαν with most Greek MSS.) 

The Irish MS + practically agrees with a, especially in the charac- 
teristic placing of τὸν ὄχλον before ἔπεισαν (sic). The grouping 565 700 | 
a r arm is very curious, and should be taken into account in any attempt | 
to estimate the origin of the special element of a in S. Mark. 


2. ἃ and ¢ are best exhibited side by side. 
19 sciebat enim quia per iniuriam ὀ _™ sciebat enim quod per inuidiam 
tradebant - eum - principes- tradiderunt eum principes 
™ sacerdotes autem et scribae sacerdotum ™ scribae autem 
persuaserunt populo persuaserunt turbis 
ut magis agerent > ut dicerent magis 
barabban dimitte nobis barabbam dimitte nobis. 
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Here 4 and ¢ have in common against all other texts the mention of 
‘scribes’ and the ungrammatical oratio recta at the end. Jniuriam in k 
is a mere blunder for imuidiam, and I imagine that agerent is nothing 
more than a blunder for dicerent. In Mc. xi 18, xii 12 ὄχλοσ is trans- 
lated by populus in & against the /urda of other texts, otherwise it would 
be attractive to regard fopulo as a mistaken supplement and scribae 
as a corruption of ‘urbae (dat. sing.). But it is impossible to equate ἃ 
with a, so that this suggestion may be definitely rejected, and we must 
conclude with the remark, that the only instance of anything like 
principes sacerdotum in k occurs in a singularly confused and corrupted 
passage. 


Ἐν C. Burkitt. 


SECUS. 


What is the Latin for ‘by the way-side’? It is instructive to a 
Christian scholar to find that. his classical friends do not know the 
phrase secus uiam, which is the ordinary Vulgate equivalent for 
παρὰ τὴν ὁδόν, and further that this ‘learned ignorance’ is shared by 
the ‘ African’ text of the Bible, though secus as a preposition is used 
by the Africans in other connexions. 

Charisius the Grammarian says id guod uulgus usurpat ‘secus illum 
sedi’, hoc est ‘secundum illum, et nouum et sordidum est’. This is 
about the middle of the fourth century. Towards the end we find 
secus freely employed by S. Ambrose of Milan, who says of the Good 
Samaritan (im Zuc 1428 C) uenit secus eum, hoc est, factus com- 
passionis nostrae susceptione finitimus et misericordiae collatione 
uicinus. 

But it is not easy to find examples from earlier authors. I ought 
perhaps to add that the instances alleged in the older Latin Dictionaries 
for secus as a preposition are almost always unsupported by any MS 
authority, e.g. in Ennius (af. Zactanz.), in Quintilian viii 2, 20 and in 
Pliny . JV. xxiv 15 all the MSS read secundum not secus. In Cato &. R. 
ὃ 21, 2 utringue secus must be an adverb, as it is twice so used a few 
lines further on. In various texts of the Latin Gospels secus stands for 
(1) παρά; (2) ἐπέ; (3) κατά. 
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(1) παρά (with acc. of place). 


iuxta secus 
k Sve adhm™c 
e hcorb abd q fevg 
ke qfevg 
e q fevg 
abaf qrcve 
eanbdffh q fcvg 
abdfft rfcvg 
7 6 » 
eat bd arf vg ε 
ὁ φ dffi rfcvg| a f 
6 fe dffiqr vg 
a ὕνεὶ bdfi re q 
a ὁ ff larfevg 
larfevg 
bf lqr ve 
a bf larfeveg 
ab ff larfevg 
b lar 
ve 
e abdff ilqrfcvg 


[see below] 
super rr, 


ante 
{sub d ( = ὑπό)] 
ante ¢, apud a 


ante bsilgqrfe vg 


Matt. xv 30 (ἔριψαν αὐτοὺσ) παρὰ τοὺσ πόδασ αὐτοῦ : ke have the 
simple dative (fedibus), acf corb have ante; D reads ὑπό for παρά, 
followed by or following 4d, which have sud. 

Le. ix 47 παρ᾽ ἑαυτῷ : D reads παρ᾽ ἑαυτόν, followed (Ὁ) by the Latins. 
There is no instance of παρά with acc. in S. John. 

In Le. viii 38 Ambrose has sufra, in viii 41 anfe, in viii 5, x 39, 


xviii 35 secus. 
(2) ἐπί. 


Matt. xiii 48 ἐπὶ τὸν αἰγιαλόν, 


xxi 19 ἐπὶ rho ὁδοῦ 
Le. xx 37 ἐπὶ τῆσ βάτου 


xxiv 4 ἐπέστησαν αὐταῖσ 
(dr have the simple dative. has ‘sicut’.) 


super d 
secus vg 
iuxta af 


adkeabdfighqf  secuscvg 


secuseabfighqr.fc vg Hilary 


[aliter lat. 


secus ¢b(ff)dqe vg 


Δ In Le. xx 37, vg alone gives the modern interpretation, whereby secus Rubum 
means practically ‘in the section of the Pentateuch called ‘‘ The Bush”’.’ The other 


Latins have— 


M. significat quomodo dicit in rubo dis. Cyp. 144 (dam AW). 
M. significauit in rubo quomodo dicit dom d. 
M. significauit super rubum quando dixerit ei das ds dicens Ego sum ds ὁ. 
M. demonstrauit uobis dicit de rubo dm a. 
M. ostendit sicut dixit Vidi in rubo dom ffi / (r) fc (Cyp. W). 
In other words d and Cyprian preserve the original, which is variously interpreted 


by 4, a, 7, &c. 
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(3) ward. 

Le, x 32 κατὰ τὸν τόπον om. ὁ pera addfe  secusbfilqgr vg 
33 κατ᾽ αὐτόν secundume add secus fJilgqrfevg 
In the latter verse ὁ is illegible. Ambrose has secus. 

Under the head of secus=xara comes the use where it does not 
express place, but ‘according to’. This use and this alone, so far 
as I know, is found in African writers, e.g. Tertullian De Anima 
§55 ‘ quodsi Christus Deus, quia et homo mortuus secundum Scripturas 
et sepultus secus easdem’. It is not found in the Bible, unless 
Le. xx 37 vg be counted an example, but it is characteristic of the curious 
and ancient Latin text of the Assumption of Moses, e.g. i 10, ii 2, 5. 

A glance at the above Tables will bring out several points of interest. 
Secus never occurs in &, and only three times in 6, so that we may 
safely conclude that in these three places ¢ does not faithfully represent 
the African text, or indeed the original wording of the Latin version. 
Circa is almost entirely confined to the later European text of S. Mark 
—it is, in fact, as characteristic of that text as swmmus sacerdos for 
dpxvepeto,— but (again like summus sacerdos) there is no trace of it 
in African documents. The reason for its sudden appearance from 
Mc. iv 4 onwards may be connected with the variations in the latter 
part of iv 1, where a European revision, attested by @ and d, and partly 
by φ and vg, substitutes εἴγε mare for ad litus and in tore. The use 
of circa with its convenient vagueness of meaning in this verse may have 
suggested its subsequent employment as a rendering of παρά. However 
this may be, the only place that aca occurs in an African text 
is Le. xviii 35 ¢, where the whole mass of European documents have 
secus. The true ‘African’ equivalents for ‘by the way-side’ are 
ad uiam and iuxta uiam. 

The main deduction which I think we are justified in drawing from 
these Tables, at least as a working hypothesis, is that when we find 
secus in a Latin document (except in the sense of ‘according to’) the 
document is either non-African and not earlier than the fourth century, 
or the text where secus occurs has been corrupted. An illustration of 
the first alternative is the Latin text of the Book of Jubilees, in which 
secus (Ξε παρά) often occurs: I do not doubt therefore that this Latin 
text is not older than the fourth century. On the other hand, the Latin 
version of Clement has only secus meaning ‘according to’,’ and there- 
fore may be quite ancient. An illustration of the second alternative, 
where secus has wrongly invaded an African text, is to be found in 
De Montibus Sina et Sion § 9, where Ps. i 3 is quoted according to 
Hartel (App. p. 115) with the ordinary phrase secus decursus aguarum, 


1} Secus uoluntatem Dei (Morin 21;). This is not the only point of contact 
between the Latinity of Clement and that of the 4 ssumption of Moses. 
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on the authority of his codices M and T. But the late Munich MS’p, 
together with the tenth-century Oxford MS which Dr Sanday calls 
O,, have iuxta tractus aquarum, and this is no doubt the original 
reading of the De Montibus and the true African equivalent for rapa 
τὰσ διεξόδουσ τῶν ὑδάτων. 

F. C. Burkitt. 


PHILO’S INTERPRETATION OF LEVITICUS xvi 18. 


In Archdeacon O. D. Watkins’s learned treatise on Holy Matrimony 
(London, 1895) it is categorically stated (p. 653 note) that ‘ Philo had 
no doubt that the Mosaic Law prohibited marriage of two sisters even 
when one was dead or divorced’, and reference is made to Philo: 
De Specialibus Legibus Lib. iii c. § p. 304 M (=Cohn v p. 157). This 
statement seemed so surprising, in face of the ordinary Jewish interpre- 
tation that I have re-examined the passage in question, and have come 
to the conclusion that this interpretation of the passage is wrong, and 
I have the permission of Archdeacon Watkins to add that he is now 
convinced that it is wrong. 

The particular sentence is indeed ambiguous and probably needs 
emendation, but the tenor of the whole context is conclusive. The 
chapter runs thus :— 

* Moses does not allow the same man to marry two sisters, either con- 
temporaneously or consecutively, even if he have put away (ἀπεωσμένος) 
the one he married first.’ Then follows the sentence on which 
Archdeacon Watkins relied, which I leave untranslated for the moment : 
- ζώσης yap ἔτι τῆς συνοικούσης, εἴτε καὶ ἀπτηλλαγμένης, ἐάν τε χηρεύῃ ἐάν 
τε καὶ ἑτέρῳ γαμηθῇ, τὴν ἀδελφὴν οὐχ ὅσιον ὑπέλαβεν ἐπὶ τὰ τῆς ἠτυχηκυίας 
mapépxerOair—‘ thereby clearly teaching that it is not right to violate 
the just rights of relationship, or for the new wife to take advantage of 
the misfortunes of one who is so closely united to her by birth, nor to 
give herself airs thereon or pride herself on being courted by her sister’s 
enemies and on courting them in return. For from such circumstances 
spring bitter jealousies and implacable rivalries, bringing in their train 
countless crops of evils. It is as bad as if the members of the body 
were to break loose from their natural harmony and interdependence 
and to rise in war one against the other, the result of which is incurable 
diseases and death ; and sisters, even if they are separate members of a 
family, are at least linked and united one to another by nature and 
a common kinship.’ 

Now it seems clear (i) that the whole context implies that the first 
wife is still alive, the argument being based upon the danger of quarrels 
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arising out of jealousy : (ii) that the alternatives ἐάν τε χηρεύῃ ἐάν τε καὶ 
ἑτέρῳ γαμηθῇ, are subordinate to and qualify ἀπηλλαγμένης : this makes it 
impossible to translate ἀπηλλαγμένης ‘dead’ as though it were the 
antithesis of ζώσης, and compels us to interpret it ‘separated’ as con- 


trasted with συνοικούσης ; and the ἀτυχία in question will not be death - 


but an unfortunate marriage ending in separation. We may then, 
perhaps, translate ‘ For while she (ἣν πρόεγημεν) is still alive, whether 
still living in her husband’s house or separated from him, and, if 
separated, not only if still living in widowhood, but even if married to a 
second husband; yet even so he did not regard it as seemly that a sister 
should step into the position held by a wife whose marriage had ended 
so unhappily’. But it is doubtful whether τῆς συνοικούσης can be so 
translated ; Dr Swete suggests ζώσης yap ἔτι (ai)rijs (εἴτε) συνοικούσης 
εἴτε καὶ ἀπηλλαγμένης, which is very clear and would be convincing were 
it not possible that the whole clause only applies to the alternative of the 
divorced wife. Mr C. H. Turner suggests ζώσης yap ἔτι τῆς συνοικούσης, 
εἰ καὶ ἀπηλλαγμένης, ‘for while his first wife is still alive, even though 
separated’: this applies the whole to the divorced wife and gives in a 
better form the same meaning as Mangey’s longer emendation ζώσης yap 
ἔτι τῆς (πρότερον) συνοικούσης, εἶτα καὶ darndAaypévys: but it is doubtful 
whether ἡ συνοικοῦσα would be used for ‘the wife’ in the present tense — 
after her separation. Dr Swete’s emendation seems the most probable ; 
but, whatever the exact reading may be, the conclusion is clear that 
Philo’s interpretation cannot be quoted as having any bearing on the 
question of the marriage of a deceased wife’s sister. 


W. Lock. 


SOME SPANISH MSS OF THE CONSTANTINO- 
POLITAN CREED. 


Tue history of the insertion of the words ef Filio in MSS of the 
Constantinopolitan Creed still needs investigation. It is generally 
supposed that the words were added to the Creed by the Third Council 
of Toledo, a.p. 589, when the Visigothic King Reccared renounced 
Arianism. But the evidence of the MSS has never been properly sifted." 
In the following collations I have made a beginning, and am able at 

1 In my Introduction to the Creeds, p. 115, 1 pointed out that two early editions of 


the Councils—Cologne (1530) and Paris (1535)—omit the words in the text of the 


Creed quoted by the Council, and D’Aguirre admits that some MSS do not 
contain them. 
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once to point out that Gonzalez is inaccurate, whom I quoted ina former 
article ( Journal of Theological Studies, Oct. 1900, p. 108) as shewing 
that Spanish MSS generally contained the interpolated words. I say 
advisedly ‘a beginning’ of the investigation, because I have no wish to 
overstate the evidence. My time in the Spanish Libraries last April was 
limited. 

A Cod. Escurial 1 Ὁ 1 saec. x, Cod. Aemilianus, fol, 134°. 

B Cod. Escurial 1 D 2, saec. x, from Albida, fol. 86. 

E Cod. Escurial J C 12, saec, x. xi, fol. 377. 

[ΕΣ fol. 113 not collated omits et fi/io.] 

M' Cod. Matritensis P 21 (1872), saec. x. xi, fol. 59°. 

M? Cod. Matritensis P 21 (1872), saec. x. xi, fol. 133°. 

T' Cod. Matritensis 10041 (begun in the year 948) A.D. fol. 56%. 
T? Cod. Matritensis 10041 (begun in the year 948 A.D.) fol. 129°. 
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SANCTA FIDES QUAM EXPOSUERUNT SANCTI CL PATRES CONSONA 
MAGNAE NICAENAE SyNoDO. 


Credimus in unum Deum Patrem omnipotentem, factorem caeli et 
terrae, uisibilium omnium et inuisibilium. 

5 Etin unum Dominum Iesum Christum Filium Dei unigenitum, ex 
Patre natum ante omnia saecula, Deum ex Deo, lumen ex lumine 
Deum uerum ex Deo uero, natum non factum, homousion Patri hoc est 
eiusdem cum Patre substantiae, per quem omnia facta sunt ; qui propter 
nos et propter nostrem salutem descendit * et incarnatus de Spiritu 

το sancto et Maria uirgine, homo factus, passus est sub Pontio Pilato 
sepultus, tertia die resurrexit *, ascendit in caelos, sedit ad dexteram 
Patris, iterum uenturus in gloria iudicare uiuos et mortuos cuius regni 
non erit finis : 

Et in Spiritum sanctum Dominum et uiuificatorem, ex Patre« 

15 procedentem, cum Patre et Filio adorandum et glorificandum, qui 
locutus est per-prophetas: in unam* catholicam et apostolicam 

2 magne AM*T? nicheni A Constantinopolitane A corr. : niceni M*: nicene Τὸ 
sinodo A; simbolum B; simbolum eorundem sanctorum CL patrum aput con- 
stantinopolim (tatinopolim ΤῊ) institutum ET; (?) centum quinquaginta sanctorum 
patrum M? 3 (ΕἸ ΑΒ 4terreAM! uisiuilium et inuisiuilium A,+conditorem 
ABEM?®T'T? 5 Dominum+nostrum B 6ex: de M! (bis) 7 ex: 
de M' οπιουβίοῃ E : homohusyon M!, homousyon AM? corr. T!T? 8 sub- 
stantie M? sunt : +que in caelo et que in terris (terra AM?T?) AM'M*T? 


9 incarnatus + est A 11 tercia E celos BET! 12 Patris pr Dei B, in 
marg. corr. (?) Eiterum: inde ET? in: cum BET' uibos ABM!M?T? 
13 > finis non erit ET! 14 omet 2? BE Patre + et Filio AB M? supr. 


lin sec man T? 16 loqutus A loquutus BM'M?T* profetas Β : p prophetis A 
unum A ___ikatholica Β et: atque B, adque EM'M?T'T? 
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ecclesiam ; confitemur unum baptisma in remissionem peccatorum ; 
expectamus resurrectionem mortuorum, uitam futuri saeculi. Amen. 


Of these MSS, A is the least interesting because the Creed form is 
only quoted once with the words e¢ Filio under the heading ‘ Council of 
Constantinople’ fol. 86%; under the heading ‘Council of Toledo’, at 
fol. 158, the reader is referred back to the earlier Council. 

In M the words are omitted on fol. 591 among the acts of the Council 
of Constantinople, but inserted on fol. 133" in a later hand above the 
line ‘under the acts of the Council of Toledo’. In T the words are 
similarly omitted at fol. 56% and inserted at fol. 122” apparently in the 
original hand. In another MS, Vich LXXX viii, of the twelfth century, 
which contains the creed under the title ‘ Fides CL patrum’, 1 noted 
that the words were omitted. 

Very little doubt is left in my mind that these MSS shew us the 
gradual process at work by which copyists, influenced by the traditional 
belief in the Procession of the Spirit from the Son, perhaps also by the 
very strong words of the 3rd Canon of the Council of Toledo,’ felt 
justified in adding them to the text of the Creed as quoted at Toledo, 
as the copyist of T has done, forgetting the purer text on the earlier 
page. He may have found them written between the lines of his copy 
asin M. The copyist of E has remained faithful to his archetype. 
But the text of AB shews the settled opinion about the interpolated 
text which took root in Spain and then spread over Europe, so that we 
rarely find MSS of the tenth century which do not contain it. 


A. E. Burn. 


17 ¢clesiam A: eclesiam B babtisma ABEM!M°T'T? remissione 
ABEM'!M°T'T? 18 resurrectione υἱίδπι pr et Μ᾿ T? 


1 I will quote it from Cod. Aemilianus (A): Quicumque spiritum sanctum non 
credet aut non crediderit a patre et filio procedere eumque non dixerit quoeternum 
Patri esse et filio quoessentialem anathema sit. 


| 

| 
| 
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REVIEWS 


OLD-LATIN BIBLICAL TEXTS. 


Old-Latin Biblical Texts: No. V. The Four Gospels from the Codex 
Corbiensis (77) . . . together with fragments of the Catholic 
Epistles, of the Acts and of the Apocalypse from the Fleury 
Palimpsest (4)... by E. S. Buchanan, M.A., B.Sc., Oxford, 
1907. 

Mr Bucuanan’s edition of the two very important Old Latin MSS, 
best known respectively as 77 and & (Acts), will be welcomed by all 
students. The work has been a labour of love to the editor, and he 
has spared no pains in the work of decipherment. Readers of the 
Journal of Theological Studies will remember that he has elaborately 
discussed the text of # in these pages (J. 7: S. vii 99-121, 236-267) ; 
in fact, these articles must be regarded as his Prolegomena to his 
edition of the text of fin the series of Oxford Old-Latin Biblical Texts. 
He also published his reading of two pages from ὦ in the sime volume 
(Ρ. 454). Those who are curious in such matters will discover some 
notable improvements in the Oxford edition, mostly in the direction of 
a return to Samuel Berger’s decipherments. 

It would have been well if Mr Buchanan had considered Berger’s 
demonstration of the primitive contents of 4 (Berger, p. 12). Had he 
done so, he would not have printed the Catholic Epistles in front of 
the Apocalypse and the Acts. The page containing Ac. xviii 8-19 
(reproduced by Berger in facsimile) has the signature G, i.e. Quire 7. 
Ac. xviii 19 therefore ends the seventh quire, and any one who will take 
the trouble of counting can verify Berger’s calculation for himself, 
whereby he proves that 4 contained first the Apocalypse (Quires A-C), 
then the Acts (Quires C-L), and finally the Catholic Epistles." The 
point is of importance, because ἃ is an example of the. Third Volume 
of the New Testament in the /a¢ African text, in which the Catholic 
Epistles were the latest stratum (Berger, p. 18); it is therefore proper 
to point out that they are added on at the end of the volume.” 

In the case of a palimpsest like 4, which in many places is very 
difficult to read, we have practically to depend upon the testimony of 

1 The only point in which Berger’s reconstruction needs to be corrected is that 
Quire E appears to have had only six leaves instead of eight. 

2 In J. T. 5. ix p. 98, Mr Buchanan makes the strange statement that the text 


of αὶ in the Catholic Epistles appears older than that of the Acts or Apocalypse. So 
far as I know this is quite unfounded. 
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decipherers, and those who have worked much at such MSS know well 
how often the eye is deceived ; we see, again and again, what we think 
is there, but other decipherers approaching the MS with somewhat 
different prepossessions will see differently. M. Berger was an admirable 
palaeographer with great experience, and Mr Buchanan amply acknow- 
ledges his debt to his great predecessor. With very few exceptions it 
may be taken for granted that where Berger’s and Mr Buchanan’s text 
agree the reading of % has been correctly made out. Not indeed 
everywhere, for if we turn again to the page published in facsimile we 
find that in Ac. xviii 14 Mr Buchanan has repeated Berger’s faclinus, 
an impossible division for a Latin word. A glance at the facsimile will 
shew that the MS has ‘fa’ only at the end of the line, leaving -cinus to 
be supplied at the mutilated beginning of the next line. 

The elimination from 4 of the barbarous fac-inus emboldens me to 
maintain that Mr Buchanan has wrongly followed Berger in Ac. xxvi 27 
by beginning a line with fa. Here it is the ends of the lines that 
have lost six or seven letters. Mr Buchanan prints credis rex agrippa 
profetis scio quia crledis * agri || ppa ad eum ait modico suades mihi paule 
xpian{um fieri||. Possibly feri may be right: it fills the space rather 
better than Berger’s facere. But agri-ppa is impossible, and some years 
ago, when I had an opportunity of examining 4, I read 17a instead of 
Ppa. I conjecture therefore that the true text of 4 is * [gui]| ita ad eum 
ait. For ifa we may compare the beginning of the very next verse 
in 4 which has ad guem sic ait, where the Greek is ὁ δὲ Παῦλος. ; 

Of perhaps more general interest is Ac. ix 18, where Mr Buchanan 
reprints Berger’s untus est {Ξ: ἐβαπτίσθη), where the MS clearly has 
tintus est, the characteristic ‘African’ term. Naturally, therefore, we 
must supply “inti in Ac. xviii 8, not umf? We should also supply 
Sileas in Ac, xviii 5 (not Si/as), on the analogy of Cyprian 127 and 
other Old-Latin evidence. 

Where Mr Buchanan supplements or differs from Berger’s text it is 
difficult to speak with confidence, and in many cases he must be 
prepared to wait until his report is confirmed by the evidence of 
another pair of eyes, Thus it is quite possible that he has read & 
correctly in Ac. xiv 6, where he prints 

intellexerunt [et fugerunt 
IN LYCAONIAE CiuiTaées sicut ihs dixerat eis lx|xit in lys 
TRA GERBEN 


1 Similarly in Ac. xxvii g we must read frans|sisset not trans|isset : cf. Ac. ix 19 h. 
In Ac. xxvii 71 read aliquod not aliquos, so that tempus not dies must be supplied at 
the beginning of the next line. In Apoc. i 13 read mam|[mas] not mam|([illas). 

2 | leave this as I had written it, because of the importance of the phrase, but I am 
glad to see that Mr Buchanan has already recognized his error (J. 7. S. ix 99). 
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(Berger only read the letters printed in capitals). But this startling 
reference to Lc. x 17 (or rather Matt. x 23) is not legible in the 
photograph, and I think still needs verification before any argument 
can be built upon it. In the case of a Palimpsest the old rule holds 
good, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word must be 
established. 

It is pleasant to be able to establish Mr Buchanan’s curious new 
reading in Apoc. i 8, where 4 really has 

ego-d-et-w- 

Of course this is a mere miswriting of the Greek uncials, but the same 
confusion of and A is also found in 77 e.g. Matt. xiv 2 where we find 
iodnis, corresponding to 1WANHC in the Greek. This has been 
corrected by a superscript a, whereby we arrive at the same form that is 
᾿ found in some of the headlines to the Gospel of John in f, viz. sEc 
JOADNEM and SEC IOADHEM. The ultimate cause of all these scribal 
corruptions is the attempt to write Greek letters with a Latin pen.? 

The reservations and hesitations with which Mr Buchanan’s text of 4 
must be accepted do not apply to f; a MS of the Gospels which has 
been long known to scholars in a rather slipshod fashion. It has been 
now edited in full with commendable care, and will for the future rank 
with the Vercellensis (2) and the Veronensis (4) as a primary authority 
for that interesting intermediate state of the Gospels in Latin that we 
know as ‘the European text’. Hitherto 77. lay under some suspicion 
of occasional assimilation to the Vulgate ; Mr Buchanan’s careful dis- 
crimination of the various correctors of # has finally removed this 
suspicion.? The Vulgate does not appear to be a constituent element 
in 77: in this it is unlike ὦ and perhaps x and Κὶ 

The side of Mr Buchanan’s work upon ff where I venture to think 
he has laid himself open to criticism is his estimate of the value of this 
text of the Gospels. That 77 is one of our leading Old-Latin MSS is 
certain, that it was written not later than the middle of the fifth century 
is highly probable. Like most other Old-Latin MSS it retains here and 
there very ancient elements, and these sometimes shew themselves in 
the form of coincidences with Cyprian. But it is lost labour to try to 
exhibit # as haying any near relation to the true African authorities. 
What African readings it retains are generally found in other MSS also 
at the same point. Thus Mr Buchanan quotes (/. 7: S. vii 242) from 

1 In Apoc. i 8 the pronunciation intended, both in Greek and Latin, is, of course, 
that indicated by Prudentius’s line Alfa et O cognominatus, spse fons et clausula, 

3 In Joh. iv 19 an examination of the photograph has convinced me that /** wrote 
uideo quia propheta es (in agreement with D α ὁ εἰ ν»), and that ἐξ was added by 
a late corrector. Mr Buchanan reads est for the first hand, reserving the με for the 


corrector. But the genuine #’s of 77 do not prolong the horizontal stroke to the 
right as this ¢ does. 
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# & and Cyprian the passage Mc. xii 29-31, and remarks: ‘ Here ἢ 
together with d@ has alone of Latin MSS preserved the second dnis 
which is found in St Cyprian. Also 77 Cyprian support fraecepta as 
opposed to mandatum. ff (1) read diligis for diliges, and totis viribus 
tuis for tota mente (=vg). Finally f combines with ἃ Cyp. in reading 
huic for 

The impression given by a detailed statement like this is very strong. 
One thinks of # as a sort of Abdiel, faithful without other support to 
the Africans. But what are the facts ? Let us supplement Mr Buchanan’s 
statements one by one. The extant Old-Latin MSS for this passage are 
abcdffikgr: I donot count ὦ for it hasa Vulgate text in Matt. and 
Mc. Well, the second dms is found in¢g as well as in df. Alsoc 
supports praecepta as opposed to mandatum, and g has preceptum. The 
misspelling diligis for diliges is indeed found in 77, where & has diligit, 
but diligis also is found in a whole row of Vulgate MSS and in d: such 
confusions of vowels prove very little. On the other hand /otis viribus 
tuis for tota mente is found in a ὁ and.i, as well as f and &. It is not 
found in ¢, which has the three words corde... anima... virtute in 
agreement with ὦ and with Cyprian. Finally 77. combines with & 
Cyprian, but also with cig, in reading Awic for i//i. Thus in not one 
single instance out of all the five is. combined alone with an ‘ African’ 
authority. 

It may perhaps surprise some persons to see how well ¢ comes out of 
a careful examination of this sort. Every one knows that the Codex 
Colbertinus (¢) is comparatively modern, and as is natural in a MS 
written in the twelfth century it contains a number of corruptions and 
interpolations from the. mediaeval Vulgate scattered over all four 
Gospels. These can, be detected, however, without great difficulty. 
What remains, the Old-Latin text itself, is also of mixed quality, 
predominantly European in St Matthew, and comparatively uninterest- 
ing in St John. But in parts of St Luke and St Mark it has a large 
‘ African’ element, as is proved not only by the diction, but also by 
actual coincidences with Cyprian: by a fortunate chance this element 
is predominant, in Le. xxiii, where our leading African MS ὁ practically 
deserts its fundamental base for a commonplace European type. In 
the present instance the African elements in ¢ come out strongly ; in 
vv. 29-31% it agrees with Cyprian in almost everything except the 
commonplace ex for the African de, no doubt through mere assimilation 
to the Vulgate, and in ver. 31> (where Cyprian goes off to Matt. xxii 40) ¢ 
has, in agreement with 4 alone among Latin MSS, the ablative of com- 
parison after mazus. 

To come back to f, I cannot leave Mr Buchanan’s remarks in 7. 7: S. 
vii 249-252 without a protest against the uncritical way in which he 

X 2 
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speaks of Codex Palatinus (e). It is not critical to set up an arbitrary 
standard—in this case apparently the Textus Receptus—and then to 
appraise MSS by their faithfulness to that standard. It is, of course, 
flattering to be named as an authority side by side with Lachmann and 
St Augustine and Tischendorf, but in these regions opinion matters 
nothing at all. It is not a question of my views or of Lachmann’s, but 
of the textual facts. ‘Lachmann expressed his belief that the Old- 
Latin Version originated in Africa, probably at Carthage’ (p. 250), and 
on the ground of the singular readings in & he classed it among the 
‘emended copies’. Very well : so the matter rested, until Hort shewed, 
not by arguments but by stating the ascertainable fact, that the quota- 
tions of St Cyprian agree with the singular codex 4 and to a smaller extent 
with the almost as singular codex e. This worked a revolution. Either 
Cyprian’s text, the most African text we have, representing the official 
text in use at Carthage about 250 a.p., was to be classed ‘with the 
Italic or emended copies’, or else—and this is the alternative univer- 
sally adopted—the features in & and e that by Lachmann and 
Tischendorf were put down to later revision are to be regarded as primi- 
tive, and if the text of & and ¢ is generally speaking primitive, then that 
of the others, a 4 # and the rest, is not primitive, but represents a later 
series of revisions both of the Latinity and of the underlying Greek 
text. Asa result of revision, a ὁ 77, are on the whole more literal and 
more commonplace. So far as they are revised they do not represent 
the primitive Latin version, the main value of which to us resides not 
in its ‘faithfulness’ but in its age. 

In many ways ¢ is an unsatisfactory MS. It is far less true to the 
Cyprianic standard than & But the black list that Mr Buchanan has 
drawn out on p. 250 only shews its independence and general freedom 
from revision. Far more serious are the instances where it agrees with 
certain European MSS or with the Vulgate itself in commonplace 
readings, for such passages suggest the influence of other exemplars. For 
instance, in Le. iii 22 it has ‘with Thee I am well pleased’, where D 
abc flr and Tyconius have ‘this day have I begotten Thee’. 

But after all such lapses are rare, and in very many cases the apparent 
inaccuracy of 6 receives confirmation elsewhere. Thus the opening 
words of the Benedictus in most Latin MSS are 

Benedictus Dominus Deus Israhel quia uisitauit et fecit redemptionem 
plebi suae, et erexit cornu salutis nobis in domo Dauid pueri sui. 
‘Dominus’ is omitted by ὦ 6 77,17 and Ambrose, ὁ fr Ambrose have 
‘plebis suae’ and a has ‘populo suo’. Thus there is a very general 
consensus with regard to these familiar words. Now ¢ has 

Benedictus Dominus Deus Israhel qui prospexit redemptionem populo 
suo, εἰ excituait cornum salutis nobis in domo Dauid pueri sui. Do 
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not excitauit for ἤγειρεν and gui prospexit for ὅτι ἐπεσκέψατο Kai ἐποίησεν 
look like what Mr Buchanan calls ‘ wilful alterations’? There is no 
recorded Greek variant to Lc.i 68 ; any Greek MS that a fourth-century 
Latin reviser might be likely to use would agree with our printed 
editions. Yet it is quite certain that the scribe of ὁ was here faithful to 
his exemplar, for the very same renderings are found in Cyprian 72. 
Cyprian, like so many other Latins, omits ‘Dominus’, and he puts 
‘nobis’ immediately after ‘excitauit’: otherwise he agrees word for 
word with 6. Whether the African text in this verse be ultimately the 
product of wilfulness or of carelessness I do not know ; at any rate ὁ is 
here faithfully repeating words which must have stood unchanged in its 
ancestry for at least 200 years. It is because instances like this can be 
taken out of almost every chapter for which ὁ is extant that its readings 
are regarded by sober critics with respect. I do not agree with 
Mr Buchanan’s estimate that e was written in the latter half of the sixth 
century (J. Z. S. vii 121): the first half of the fifth century is in my 
opinion more likely. But the value of the text of ὁ is quite independent 
of the date of the MS, and, let me repeat, its value was proved not by 
its occasional agreement with readings approved by critical editors, but 
by its continual agreement with the quotations of St Cyprian. When 
any MS of the European Latin as a whole receives third-century 
Patristic attestation, then critics will regard its text with the same 
respect that they give to and e. The nearest instance I can think of 
is the general agreement between a and Novatian in S. John, and, as we 
all know, @ has a larger ‘ African’ element than most of the European 
group. 

These remarks are made in the belief that the best way I can shew 
my gratitude for Mr Buchanan’s work is a somewhat detailed exposition 
of reasons why I cannot everywhere follow his too enthusiastic 
championship of 

F. Ὁ. Burkitt. 
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THE SAHIDIC NEW TESTAMENT 


Sacrorum Bibliorum fragmenta copto sahidica Musei Bosgiani. Vol. iii. 
Novum Testamentum, Edidit P. J. BaLestr1, Ordinis Eremitarum 
S. Augustinii (Romae, ex typographia polyglotta S. C. de 
Propaganda Fide, 1904, in-4.) Ixviii-510 pages and album of 
40 collotype plates, small folio. 


ALTHOUGH this book is already three years old, we find it necessary 
to notice it in these pages as few scholars and fewer librarians still have 
apparently taken sufficient notice of such a valuable addition to the 
extant store of Sahidic Biblical texts. Father Balestri’s important 
publication contains all the Sahidic fragments of the New Testament 
preserved in the famous Borgian collection. A brief list of these had - 
been given in the early years of the nineteenth century by the learned 
Dane George Zoega in his valuable Catalogus Codicum Copticorum Muset 
Borgiani Velitris. A number of New Testament fragments taken from 
these manuscripts were published in 1886 by M. Amélineau in the 
Zeitschrift fiir agyptische Sprache; he did not, however, say where he 
obtained the texts, though it is generally believed that he used copies 
made by Mgr Agapius Bsciai (+ 1886). 

As may easily be seen from a comparison with F. Balestri’s edition, 
Amélineau’s publication is very far from accurate. F. Balestri’s 
handsome volume is the third of a series; the first two volumes, con- 
taining the Old Testament fragments, have been most carefully 
published by the late Cardinal Ciasca. Perfect as they are, the third 
volume is more perfect still, and the author is to be congratulated, not 
only on the accuracy of his copies, but also on several improvements on 
the two former volumes. The description of each manuscript used is 
to be found in a very elaborate introduction. The palaeographical 
dating of the various handwritings has been determined according to 
the principles set down by Hyvernat ; and our own experience of similar 
fragments leads us to accept on a whole F. Balestri’s dates as precisely 
those which we should have personally assigned to the manuscripts. 

A useful feature of Ciasca’s preface, the list of Sahidic Biblical texts 
published in various works, has been brought up to date with approximate 
completeness by F. Balestri, who seems familiar with the whole biblio- 
graphy of Coptic studies. The texts themselves are printed in columns 
as they stand in the manuscripts and not in long lines as in Ciasca’s 
volumes. The accompanying album of forty excellent facsimiles is of 
the highest palaeographical interest. 

Many conjectures have been made of late years as to the date and 
character of the Sahidic New Testament. F. Balestri’s volume contains 
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a number of new documents bearing on that much disputed question, 
and includes accurate copies of several early Greek uncial fragments 
closely connected with codex B. 

It is to be observed that the Borgia fragments all omit the fericope de 
adultera (John viii 1-11) ; the textual evidence of the Bohairic version 
in this particular instance being, as may be remembered, a singularly 
intricate one.’ It is greatly to be regretted that no codex Borgianus 
should have preserved the end of the Gospel according to St Mark. 
But this unfortunate lacuna has luckily been filled up by a leaf bought 
in Egypt in 1905 by Captain Raymond Weill, which we intend to 
publish shortly. 

Since Woide’s publication of the Oxford fragments * a hundred years 
ago, nothing like this quantity of Sahidic New Testament texts had been 
brought together in one volume. Until scholars have Mr Horner’s 
forthcoming critical edition, they will find F. Balestri’s volume the most 
valuable contribution extant to the textual criticism of the Sahidic New 
Testament, 


SEyYMouR DE RICCI. 
Eric O. WINSTEDT. 


HISTORY OF COPTIC LITERATURE. 


J. Lerpoipt, Geschichte der Koptischen Litteratur (in Die Litteraturen 
des Orients Bd. vii 2. Leipzig, 1907). 


It is but five years since Dr Leipoldt appeared, a new recruit, among 
the small, though happily increasing, band of Coptic scholars; yet 
already we owe to him not a few of the most notable works that have, 
since then, appeared. In his Life of Shenoute, in his essay on the 
history of the Coptic bible,‘ and in his sketch of the developement of 
the Egyptian church,’ he has shewn qualities which mark him as a 
student of real historical instincts, diligently controlling his authorities, 
capable of neglecting the unimportant and with original yet intelligible 
interpretations for the facts. He has besides the power—still rarer in 

1 The Sahidic version of this Pericope has recently been discovered by Mr Hall 
on a British Museum ostrakon. 

3 Of an erratum in which Balestri publishes a useful correction. 

3 Τ᾿ u. U., N. F.x(1). See this Journar, October 1903. 


* In Church Quart. Rev., July 1906, 292. Cf. Leipoldt, Gesch. d. Ntest. Kanons 
i 82 Anm. 


5 Asa preface to the Katalog 5 of R. Haupt, Halle, 1905. 
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such studies—of presenting his results in a very attractive form, and it 
is to be hoped that, when once his edition of Shenoute’ shall have been 
achieved, he may give us that history of Egyptian Christianity whereof 
he is conspicuously fitted to be the author. 

His history of Coptic literature, which does not exceed fifty pages, is 
contributed to the well-known series already including the work of 
many eminent scholars ; and in the present volume he finds himself in 
good company: Syriac and Christian-Arabic literature are there 
described—the latter, it must be confessed, somewhat perfunctorily—by 
Brockelmann, Armenian by F. N. Finck, Ethiopic by Littmann. It is, 
by the way, satisfactory to notice, in the last of these contributions, a 
proper insistence upon the debt which Ethiopic literature owed to that 
of the Copts. Indeed, the onus probandi assuredly lies with those who, 
without consideration of the Coptic evidence, still assume direct Greek, 
Syriac, or even Hebrew origins for the Ge'ez translations. 

Dr Leipoldt begins by marking the mutual attitude, at the period 
of the first Christian missions, of Greek and Egyptian—of hellenized 
northerner and conservative provincial of the south—and the gradual 
estrangement of the latter from his ancient gods, whom he beheld 
accommodated now with places in a strange pantheon and so withdrawn 
from his sympathies. Thus the way lay open for the success of a new 
religion, which should offer to the simple agricultural population of the 
Upper Nile valley an equivalent for the traditional faith which could no 
longer claim their allegiance. In embracing that new creed, the 
fellahin of the Thebaid set a gulf between themselves and their hellenized 
neighbours, the majority of whom remained still pagan ; and gradually, 
from out this division, arose the Coptic church, whose contrast with the 
church at Alexandria is one of its aspects upon which Leipoldt is 
foremost in insisting. 

The literature of a young Christian community, thus isolated among 
hostile neighbours, and composed for the most part of the uneducated 
classes, unable to appeal to literary antecedents, must needs be but ‘a 
literature of immediate wants ’, wherein the bible, rendered as best they 
might by unskilled translators, would be the foremost necessity. A 
liturgy, too, would early be required; but I am inclined to doubt 
whether the assumption of Coptic as the first liturgical language (p. 137) 
will bear investigation. Bible MSS there are from the 4th century, but 
nothing liturgical in Coptic has, at any rate, been preserved which is less 
than five centuries younger. The oldest liturgical MS which I know is 


2 Readers might, from the generous terms in which Dr Leipoldt refers to it, 
assume my collaboration here to be more important than is the case. I have 
merely undertaken to supply him with those texts preserved in England. 
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a papyrus of the 6th or 7th century’; but it is in Greek. ᾿ Indeed, 
Greek appears to have maintained itself in the church service of the 
Copts over an unaccountably long period. The survival of Greek 
liturgies in the south, down to the 12th century (or thereabouts), 
seems only explicable as a survival, though not indeed necessarily a 
survival from the most primitive period. 

The work of translating into Coptic the biblical, liturgical, and 
homiletic materials which the church and her converts demanded, was 
accomplished, Dr Leipoldt holds, within the period lying, roughly, 
between Nicaea and Chalcedon. The great schism consequent on the 
second of these councils would put an end to all familiarity between 
the Egyptian and Byzantine churches and to the demand for versions 
of the Greek writers. To this there is indeed only one conspicuous 
exception: the works and even the biographies of Severus of Antioch, 
Coptic translations of which were evidently popular.? 

As might be foretold of a people so poor in historic appreciation, so 
devoid of philosophic interest as the Egyptians had, in all ages, shewn 
themselves, we seek in vain in Coptic literature for traces of the early 
Alexandrine theologians: only with Athanasian orthodoxy and the 
Cappadocians do the monastic scribes begin the clumsy adaptations of 
homiletic works, which, throughout succeeding ages, were to form the 
staple of their consumption. 

But the branch of literature which, with the peace of Constantine, 
attained to a quick and lasting popularity among the uncultivated 
Copts, was the legend, whether of martyr or hermit, saintly bishop or 
pious king. A large material, stil] but superficially and unsystematically 
investigated, awaits the student who will apply himself to its study. 
Practically nothing, for example, has as yet been done towards esti- 
mating the relationship between the Coptic Acfa and their Greek 
originals, many of which are available. Foremost among such 
examinations must come that of the Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles, 
to which reference is indeed often enough made, but which, since 
Guidi’s studies, have been conspicuously neglected, although plenty of 


1 Recently brought by Prof. F. Petrie from the ruins of Dér Balaizah, S. of Siat. 
See my chapter in Petrie’s Gizeh and Rifeh, part ii. The oldest bilingual MSS are, 
I think, Brit. Mus. Copt. Catal. no. 285 (5th or 6th cent.) and Vienna Acad. Siizb. 
Bd. 155, 1. Abh. (Wessely), p. 63 ff and Taf. ii (‘eher das 4. als 6. Jahrb. n. 
Chr.’). Both these might be regarded as liturgical, the former being a homily 
(Shenoute’s, as von Lemm has recognized), the latter a Psalter. They would thus be 
early evidence from the age when vernacular translations were becoming needful. 

2 See Porcher in Rev. Or. Chr. 1907, 119. A fragment of the Life by John of 
Beth Aphthonia is preserved among the Rylands Coptic MSS (no. 99 of my forth- 
coming catalogue). The date of that Life being edited by en and myself 
for the Patrol. Orient. remains to be settled. 
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attention has been expended on the secondary and tertiary versions in 
Arabic and Ethiopic. 

A considerable proportion of Dr Leipoldt’s essay is naturally con- 
cerned with the White Monastery, its great abbot, Shenoute, and the 
literature which emanated thence. The influence of this community 
which, it seems, we must ascribe to his strong personality—though the 
reasons for the movement are obscure—in achieving the suppression, 
throughout the southern provinces, of the older literary idiom of 
Achmim, in favour of that of the upper Thebaid, is excellently sketched. 
Shenoute’s style can, we are assured, be recognized even in the later 
forms of the Sa‘idic bible version. Dr Leipoldt’s unrivalled acquaint- 
ance with this writer’s works should make a further illustration of so 
interesting a statement valuable. ' 

After Shenoute’s death (451) Coptic literature becomes once more 
impersonal: we scarcely know the names of any subsequent writers. 
The Moslem conquest seems to have brought with it, to some extent, a 
secularizing of the monastic societies which had been and still remained 
the sole purveyors of popular literature. Henceforth such works as 
have survived betray a less exclusively edifying or hortatory character. 
It is to this age that the sole (surviving) examples of semi-secular works 
belong, and it is now, too, that we become aware of that remarkable 
growth of hymns and other rhythmical compositions, evoking in 
Dr Leipoldt an attention which, had this not now become the sole 
living branch of the literature, one might perhaps think excessive—so 
little poetry is there in these poems, so little rhythm, as it seems to us, 
in the verses. 

It is significant of the change which, since the influence of Erman 
and Steindorff became effective, has passed over Coptic studies, that 
Dr Leipoldt’ should regard a tenth of his space as sufficient for a 
description of Bohairic literature, once the ‘ Coptic’ par excellence, now 
summarily described as a literature which would scarce be known to us 
to-day, had it not chanced to be written in the dialect of the Coptic 
patriarchs, under whose patronage it ‘came across, from the western 
Delta and the Nitrian monasteries, to attain, in its turn, the dominant 
position, even in the south. 

One might, at first sight, be tempted—despite the testimony of a 
bible version and liturgies—to doubt whether the Bohairic idiom had 
ever more than an artificial literary existence. There is no evidence of 
its having been employed for daily, common uses : no documents have 
reached us, no letters.' Yet, though, in the desert air of Nitria, at least, 

1 This needs some modification. A few letters from the neighbouring Fayyam 


(Mitth. Rainer v 40, Brit. Mus. Copt. Cat. nos. 563, 572, 590) shew an undeniable 
Bohairic tendency. 
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these might presumably have survived, it is probable that, for the rest, 
the usual explanation must still be accepted : the papyriand parchments 
of Christian, as of older times, were incapable of resisting the moisture 
of the northern climate ; and if that be so, still better would it explain 
the destruction of all documents written, as throughout most of the 
Bohairic period they doubtless were, upon cotton-paper. 


W. E. Crum. 


THE CULT OF THE SAINTS. 


Les Saints Successeurs des Dieux, by P. Sauntyves. (E. Nourry, Paris, 
1907.) 

TuHIs curious and suggestive book should command attention, not 
only on account of the subject-matter, but also, and in even greater 
measure, on account of the mental attitude of the writer. ‘P. Saintyves’ 
(the name is, we have reason to believe, a pseudonym) is already known 
as the author of a volume entitled Za Réforme intellectuelle du Clergé 
et la liberté d’enseignement, which should be read by those who would 
understand the point of view from which Zes Saints is conceived. This 
is nothing less than the conviction that the cultus of the saints in the 
Christian church is of pagan origin. In support of his thesis, the writer 
adduces all the arguments and illustrations which are familiar to us in 
the pages of the most advanced students of comparative religion— pagan 
parallels for Christian legends, mythology of proper names, astronomical 
basis of the Calendar, &c. No Puritan, zealous to destroy superstition, 
could be more thoroughgoing in his demonstration than this sincere 
and profoundly believing Catholic. Yet the writer’s object is not con- 
troversial : it is hardly apologetic, except in so far as every statement of 
belief is an apology. His object is simply to establish the connexion 
between the old and the new and to shew that the most startling 
discoveries of the ‘ Religionsuntersucher’ do not imperil the Catholic 
faith, The moral of the comparison may best be given in his own 
words, which must be allowed to be eloquent and moving, even by those 
who view the facts with other eyes. ‘Le culte des saints nous apparait 
comme un élément nécessaire, comme un mode essentiel de la piété & 
un certain moment du processus religieux. . .. L’humanité est faite de 
plus de morts que de vivants .. . et la méditation pieuse de la vie de 
ceux qui furent grands ne saurait étre ni ridicule ni méprisable. . . . Que 
ne devons-nous pas aux exemples d’un Vincent de Paul ou d’un 
Frangois d’Assise? Avec Jésus ils illustrent d’une éclatante image les 
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plus belles histoires de tendresse et de pitié.... S’il est vrai qu’ils 
furent des fils de Dieu selon la forte parole de PEvangile, n’est-il pas 
vrai qu’ils furent des hommes? Guides immortels, ils ont aplani la 
route, ils se sont, pour nous, déchirés aux ronces, écorchés aux cailloux ; 
puis ils sont morts debout. Ces ombres géantes se détachent dans la 
glorieuse lumitre des sommets, leurs sithouettes s’y dessinent agrandies 
de tout le mysttre de la mort. Elles semblent perdues dans l’éloigne- 
ment sublime des hauteurs et cependant on les sent tout proches. La 
douceur de leur voix nous arrive du silence du passé en un pressant 
appel. Ces morts divins, plus vivants que nous-mémes, ne se lassent 
jamais de nous clamer lespoir et nous attirent sans cesse ἃ la cité des 
cimes, ville sacrée, Jérusalem de la Fraternité.’ 

‘Saintyves’ does not confine the application of the comparative 
method to the legends of the saints; he extends it also to the New 
Testament and the Christian Creed, e.g. to the doctrine of the Trinity. 
It is at this point that many readers who have so far followed the writer 
will be inclined to part company with him. But his utterances, even if 
they do not convince, at least arouse thought, and much will be gained 
if they direct the attention of ‘ Reformed’ and ‘ Unreformed’ alike to 
the present danger of Tritheism on the one hand and of Sabellianism 
on the other in the Christianity of to-day. 

It is to be regretted that a book which is full of learning and con- 


ceived in a scientific spirit should be marred by a want of scholarship 

in detail. The pages bristle with misprints, and all the languages, 

French, German, English, Greek, and Latin suffer alike. Most of this 

is doubtless due to careless reading of proof-sheets. But the printer 

cannot be held responsible for the — of St Jerome on p. 89 as 
a ‘ fougueux Africain’ Α 


H. Stewart. 
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